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In the Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia. 


Julian Castillo Slaughter et al., Appellants, 

vs. 

Samuel E. Loeb. 


f 


No. 1640. 




a Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Julian Castillo Slaughter, Olga Evans 
Rogers, Roy L. Evans Slaughter, by 
Charles L. Frailey, His Next Friend; 

Edward Evans Slaughter, by Charles L. 

Frailey, His Next Friend; Charles L. 

Frailey, Collector of the Estate of James 
E. Slaughter, Deceased, by Appointment 
of the Supreme Court of the District of 
Columbia, and William Youngblood, Ad¬ 
ministrator of the Estate of James E. j-Equity. No. 23234. 
Slaughter by Appointment of the Probate 
Court of the County of Mobile, in the State 
of Alabama, Complainants, 

vs. 

Daniel A. Slaughter, Edwin L. Slaughter, 

Eliza F. Slaughter, Carrie W. Slaughter, 

John W. Slaughter, Mary Slaughter, 

Mamie S. Hamilton, Alfred T. Green, John 
Paul Jones, and George Lines, Defendants., 


United States op America, 
District of Columbia , 


\ 


ss: 


Be it remembered, that in the Supreme Court of the District of 
Columbia, at the city of Washington, iu said District, at the times 
hereinafter mentioned, the following papers were filed and proceed¬ 
ings had, iu the above-entitled cause, to wit: 

1 Stipulation of Counsel. 

Filed October 16,1905. 


In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Holding an 

Equity Court. . 

Julian Castillo Slaughter kt al. 


vs. 


Daniel A. Slaughter et al. 


Ino. 


23234. 


It is hereby stipulated by and between counsel for the appellants 
from so much of the decree of June 30th, 1905. as made an award 
1—1640a 
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to the intervenor, Samuel E. Loeb, and by counsel for said Samuel 
E. Loeb, that the record in this cause shall consist of that which has 
been made up and taken to the Court of Appeals on account, of the 
appeal of the cross-co m pi a inants, John Paul Jones and George Lines, 
together with such additional portions as have been designated by 
said appellants, and that all of same shall be considered as one rec¬ 
ord for the hearing of said appeal. 

We consent 

LAMBERT & BAKER. 

2 Petition of Intet'vention Filed by Samuel E. Loeb. 

Filed February 20,1903. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Julian Castillo Slaughter, Olga Evans 
Rogers, Roy L. Evans Slaughter, by 
Charles L. Frailey, His Next Friend; 

Edward Evans Slaughter, by Charles L. 

Frailey, His Next Frieud; Charles L. 

Frailey, Collector of the Estate of James 
E. Slaughter, Deceased, by Appointment 
of the Supreme Court of the District of 
Columbia, and William Youngblood, Ad¬ 
ministrator of the Estate of James E. 

Slaughter by Appointment of the Pro¬ 
bate Court of the County of Mobile, in the 
State of Alabama, Complainants, 

vs. 

Daniel A. Slaughter, Edwin L. 

Slaughter, Eliza F. Slaughter, Carrie W. 

Slaughter, John W. Slaughter, Mary 
Slaughter, Mamie S. Hamilton, Alfred T. 

Green, John Paul Jones, and George 
Lines, Defendants. 

The Petition of Intervention of Samuel E. Loeb filed in the above 
entitled cause by leave of the said Court first had and obtained, re¬ 
spectfully represents: 

I. That Petitioner is a citizen of the State of Louisiana and resides 
in the City of New Orleans in said State: 

3 II. That the bill in the said cause avers that theretofore a cer¬ 
tain agreement was made and entered iuto between James E. 

Slaughter, deceased, and the Republic of Mexico through its Minister 
to the United States, Senor Don Ignacio Mariscal, and that for services 
rendered under and in conformity with said agreement James E. 
Slaughter earned from the Republic of Mexico and there is now due 
and payable to his estate on account of said services the sum of about 
Forty-one Thousand Two hundred and Fifty Dollars ($41,250.00) 
which sum was then in the possession of Senor Don Manuel de 
Aspiroz, Arabussador of the Republic of Mexico to the United States, 


In Equity. No. 23234. 
Petition of Interven¬ 
tion Filed by Samuel 
E. Loeb. 



SAMUEL E. LOEB. 3 

who was in behalf of the Republic of Mexico ready and willing to 
pay the sum over to the person or persons properly entitled. 

III. The bill then avers that the Defendants John Paul Jones 
and George Lines and Albert T. Green claim to be entitled to be 
paid by virtue of agreements with James E. Slaughter, deceased, 
several sums of money, amounting in the aggregate to Twenty-one 
Thousand Dollars ($2*1,000.00), but the bill does not refer to your 
petitioner as a claimant on that fund: 

IV. The bill then avers that a certain paper writing purporting 
to be the will of James E. Slaughter bequeathing his entire estate to 
certain of the Complainants had been offered for probate iu the Su¬ 
preme Court of the District holding Probate Court and that a caveat 
had been filed in opposition to the probate by certain of the Defend¬ 
ants, and that pending the said controversy letters ad colligendum 

had been issued to Complainant Charles L. Frailey of the 

4 personal estate of James E. Slaughter with the powers of an 
administrator, and that said Frailey had duly qualified as 

such collector. 

V. The bill then avers that the Complainant William Youngblood 
had been appointed administrator of the estate of JamesE. Slaughter 
by the Probate Court of the County 4)f Mobile, Alabama, and that 
by reason of the conflicting claims of Complainant Frailey as Collec¬ 
tor and of Complainant Youngblood as Administrator and of the 
Defendants witn reference to the fund of the Ambassador of the 
Republic of Mexico hesitated and declined to deliver the fund to 
any of the parties named in the bill, and that unless the fund be 
paid over without delay to some of the parties of the bill the sum 
would be transmitted to the Republic of Mexico and placed out of 
the jurisdiction of this court and of auy other Court of the United 
States and retained by the Republic of Mexico until the settlement 
and adjustment of the various claims aforesaid, but that Complain¬ 
ants were advised that the Ambassador of Mexico would pay the 
fund to any person appointed by the Court in this case for the pur¬ 
pose of receiving the same with the consent of all the parties in 
interest: 

VI. And your Petitioner further represents that such proceedings 
were had under the bill that the Complainant Charles L. Frailey 
was by an order of the said Court, and with the consent of all parties 
in interest, appointed receiver with authority to accept payment of 
the fund from the Ambassador of Mexico, and that he lias qualified 
as such and now holds so much of said fund as has not been dis¬ 
tributed : 

5 VII. And your Petitioner further represents that he is en¬ 
titled as assignee of James E. Slaughter, deceased, to have 

aud receive a portion of said fund amounting to the sum of Eight 
Thousand Eight Hundred and seventy-five Dollars and Fifty-eight 
Cents($8,875.58), and that his claim assuch assignee originated as next 
hereinafter mentioned, that is to say, the agreement mentioned in the 
bill between James E. Slaughter and Senor Don Ignacio Mariscal 
bearingdate March 9th, 1877, provided that if Slaughter would prove 
and establish to the satisfaction of the United States that the award 
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of the Umpire of the Mixed Commission under the treaty of July 
4th, 1868, in favor of one Benjamin Weil and against the Republic 
of Mexico was obtained by fraud, then and in that case said Maris* 
cal agreed in behalf of Mexico to pay Slaughter in Mexican gold 
one tenth part of all such money paid by Mexico to the United 
States under said award as the United States should withhold from 
said Weil on account of fraud practiced by him in procuring the 
award, as will more fully appear by a copy of said agreement here¬ 
with 61ed and marked “ S. E. Loeb, Exhibit A.” 

VIIL And your Petitioner further represents that the said James 
E. Slaughter, having become apprised that your Petitioner was 
cognizant of many important facts and had in his possession a large 
number of letters written by the said Benjamin Weil and others 
during the period covered by his fraudulent claim, and that all his 
testimonial and documentary evidence strongly tended to establish 
the fact that the award in favor of said Weil was procured by fraud 
and perjury, on the second day of November, 1894, he, the said 
Slaughter, entered into an agreement with your Petitioner 

6 wherein he recited and acknowledged the valuable services 
your Petitioner had rendered for the purpose of establishing 

the fraudulent character of the Weil claim, and in consideration of 
these services he, the said Slaughter, assigned to your Petitioner a 
Two-fifths (2/ 5) interest in the contract and agreement aforesaid 
which he had entered into with the legal representative of Mexico 
in the City of Washington on the ninth day of March, 1877, a copy 
of which is herewith filed and exhibited and marked “ S. E. Loeb, 
• Exhibit A:” 

IX. And your Petitioner further represents that his claim on the 
said fund herein set forth is based on the said assignment by 
Slaughter to him of the second day of November, 1894, a copy of 
which is herewith filed and exhibited and marked “ S. E. Loeb, Ex¬ 
hibit B;” that it was the true intent and meaning of the said as¬ 
signment to invest your Petitioner with a Two-fifths (2 / 5) interest 
in all the money which the said Slaughter might be entitled to re¬ 
ceive from the Government of Mexico under the contract between 
him and Mariscal, the representative of Mexico, dated the ninth 
day of March, 1877, and that as a consequence your Petitioner is 
entitled to two-fifths of the moneys referred to in the original bill 
in this cause: 

X. And your Petitioner further represents that notwithstanding 
the said assignment was drawn by a very unskilful hand and con¬ 
tains language which has been laid hold of for the purpose of lim¬ 
iting and narrowing the scope of the controlling words of the in¬ 
strument, which words are free from any ambiguity whatsoever, 

your Petitioner confidently insists that no fair-minded inter- 

7 pretation of said assignment can fail to support his claim ; 
and he further avers that the actings and doings of the said 

Slaughter, and himself during the lifetime of the said Slaughter, 
and before any such controversy had arisen, are entirely consistent 
with the interpretation placed on the said assignment by your Peti¬ 
tioner : 


SAMUEL E. LOEB. 
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XI. And your Petitioner, further represents) that on August 6, 
1902, he made two sworn statements whereby it appears that the 
sum due him by the estate of said Slaughter out of ihe said fund is 
the sum of Eight Thousand Eight Hundred and. Seventy-five Dol¬ 
lars and Fifty-eight Cents ($8,875.58), as hereinbefore averred, copies 
of which, said statements are herewith filed and exhibited, marked 
respectively “S. E. Loeb Exhibit C” and u S. E. Loeb Exhibit D.” 

Wherefore, your Petitioner prays that he may be made a party to 
the said cause and that, the premises considered, his said claim may 
be adjudged and established by the decree of this honorable Court, 
and payment thereof out of said fund ordered and decreed accord¬ 
ingly ; And that your Petitioner may have such other and further 
relief as may be proper. Aud your Petitioner shall ever pray, etc., 
etc. 

S. E. LOEB. 

State op Louisiana, I 
Pariah of Orleans. J 


S. E. Loeb being duly sworn deposes and says that all the allega¬ 
tions in the foregoing petition are true and correct, that everything 
that is stated of his own knowledge is true, and that every- 
8 thing that is stated on the information of others, he believes 
to be true. 

S. E. LOEB. 


Sworn to and subscribed before me this 12th day of February 
1903. J 


[notarial seal.] 


MERCER W. PATTON, 

Notary Public. 
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S. E. Loeb Exhibit “A.” 


This agreement, made this ninth day of March, A. D. 1877, by 
and between General James E. Slaughter of Mobile, Ala. party of 
the first part, aud Senor Don Ignacio Mariscal, Minister of Mexico 
to the United States, party of the second part. 

Witnesseth, That the said party of the first part agrees, for the 
considerations hereinafter named, to undertake the proof and estab¬ 
lishment before the proper authorities of the Government of the 
United States of America of the fraudulent character of the claim of 
Benjamin Weil versus Mexico, numbered 447 upon the register of 
the late .Joint Commission of the United States aud Mexico, and' 
adjudicated by the Umpire thereof. 

And the said party of the second part acting for and in behalf of 
the Government of Mexico, agrees, immediately upon the final 
withdrawal or waiver by the proper authorities of the Government 
of the United States, whether by treaty, executive order or other¬ 
wise, of the whole or any portion of the said claim of Benjamin Weil 
versus Mexico to pay to the said party of the first part, by draft upon 
the National Treasury of Mexico, payable in Mexican gold ten 
months after presentation a sum equal to oue tenth of the portion 
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of said claim which may bo so waived or finally withdrawn, or of 
the whole amount if it be so waived or withdrawn. 

In witness whereof we have hereunto set out hands and seals this 
ninth dav of March, A. D. 1877. 

JOS. E. SLAUGHTER. 
IGNO. MARISCAL. 

10 S. E. Loeb Exhibit “ B ” 

State of Louisiana, I 

Parish of Orleans , City of Nm Orleans. J 

Be it known that on this Second of November of A. D. One 
Thousand Eight Hundred and Nin-ty four, I James E. Slaughter a 
citizen of the United States of America, by these presents hereby 
transfer, and assigne, and bind myself, my heirs, and my assignes 
unto Samuel E. Loeb, his heirs and assignes (£) Two Fifths interest 
in my contract and agreement, which I have entered into, with the 
duly and legal representative of the United States of Mexico, in the 
city of Washington D. C. on the ninth day of March One Thousand 
Eight Hundred & Seventy Seven, to wit. One Benj. Weil had an 
award made, by the Umpire of the joint Commission of the Repub¬ 
lic of Mexico and the United States of America on a claim, which I 
have proved thus far, as a fraudulent claim, and now by act of Con¬ 
gress, the said claim is pending before the United States Court of 
Claims, and may be appealed, to the Supreme Court of the United 
States of America and upon the decision of these tribunals, in favor 
of the Republic of Mexico, or as the case stands now, The United 
States of America vs. all the parties interested in the Benj. Weil case 
to show cause <fetc. It is agreed that I James E. Slaughter am to 
receive, for services rendered in the above case (fa) One Tenths of 
any Amount, which may be waived or withdrawn and refunded by 
the Government of the United States of America to the Republic of 
Mexico, all of said Award having been deposited by Mexico, to the 
Government of the United States at Washington. I am lobe paid 
out of said fund, now on deposit as per my agreement and 

11 contract, now and therefore I James E. Slaughter, hereby 
agree and bind myself unto Samuel E. Loeb his heirs and 

assigns to pay in the same manner and out of the said fund, which 
I will receive, and now deposited in Washington D. C. unto the said 
Samuel E. Loeb ($) two fifths of mv interest, for valuable Books and 
papers furnished, and other valuable services rendered to me. Re¬ 
serving, that whenever my expense account is established, Mr. 
Samuel E. Loeb is to bear his pro rata not to exceed however Two 
Thousand Dollars as his pro rata, and I further agree, that when¬ 
ever I am in possession of my part and Interest, I will without any 
unnecessary delay, and with all due diligence pay and settle with 
Samuel E. Loeb, heirs or assigns. 

Signed in Duplicate, in the presence of two competent witnesses 
and in the presence of, and now in addition, for services rendered 
by Robert B. Lines attorney at Law at Washington D. I have in¬ 
terested him to the extent of Fifteen Huudred dollars Two fifths of 




SAMm E. t6EB; 7 

this amount is to the debit of S. E. Loeb and his proportion to be 
deducted from Amount to be paid to him by me 

JAMES E. SLAUGHTER. 

SAM’L E. LOEB. 

C. H. STOCKER. 

LOUIS U. GERRIT. 

State op Louisiana, 1 

Parish of Oi’leans, City of New Orleans. I 

Before me, George Magner Baruett a duly commissioned and 
qualified Notary Public in and for the Parish of Orleans, State of 
Louisiana aforesaid, Personally Came and Appeared 1st James E. 
Slaughter, a resident of Mobile in the State of Alabama 2 

12 Samuel E. Loeb of the City of New Orleans in the State of 
Louisiana, who severally declared before me and acknowl¬ 
edged to have signed, sealed, executed and delivered the within 
instrument of writing to be their voluntary act and deed for the 
purposes therein mentioned and specified. 

In Testimony Whereof I hereunto grant these presents under my 
signature, and seal, at the city of New Orleans Louisiana, on this 
2nd day of November 1894 in the presence of said witnesses. 

GEO. M. BARNETT, 

Notary Public. 

f Notarial Seal State, of Louisiana, Parish of Orleans.! 

13 S. E. Loeb Exhibit “ C.” 

Estate of James E. Slaughter to S. E. Loeb, New Orleans, La. 

To amount due the said S. E. Loeb as balance due upon partial 
settlement under contract between the said James E. Slaughter 
and the said S. E. Loeb in matter of compensation for services in 
and about the claim of the Republic of Mexico for reimbursements 
of amounts improperly paid to the United States Government in 


settlement of the Benjamin Weil claim. 

A mou nt. $2000.34 

Said claim arises as follows 

Balance due upon former settlement. $1400.00 

1900 

Nov. 15th Collected by Gen. Slaughter from Government 

of Mexico $28783.37 of which the said S. E. 

Loeb is entitled to 2 / 5.... 11513.34 

Balance as above. 1400.00 

Total. 12913.34 

Credits. 

1900 July 23 By check from Washington. $200.00 

“ Oct. 18 “ “ . 50.00 

“ Nov. 15 “ “ on New York.... 7000.00 
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1900 Dec. 17 By check in New Orleans on New York. $1063;00 

“ “ “ By allowance his expenses. 2000.00 

“ “ “ Bv allowance 2/5 fees to estate of Lines. 600.00 

* 9 


10913.00 

Balance down and due me.. 2000.00 


12913.34 

State of Louisiana, 1 
Oily of New Orleans, j 

S. E. Loeb, being duly sworn deposes and says that the account 
as stated is just aud true, and that he has not received any 

14 part of the money stated to be due, or any security of satis¬ 
faction for the same, except that is credited. 

S. E. LOEB. 

Sworn to aud subscribed before me this 6th day of August .1902- 

MERCER W. PATTON, 

. Notary Public. 

15 S. E. Loeb Exhibit “ D.” 

Estate of James E. Slaughter to S. E. Loeb, New Orleans, La. 

To 2 / 5 interest in $17188.96 as per contract of assignment be-, 
tween said James E. Slaughter and said S. E. Loeb, due said S. E. 
Loeb, which said $17188.96 has been received by said James E. 
Slaughter, as stated below. 

The United States Government passed an appropriation at the 
last session of Congress, and the sum of $171889.64 was paid to 
Mexico and Mexico paid Ten per cent, on said sura to Gen. Slaugh¬ 
ter’s estate, or $17188.96, in which claimant Loeb has an assigned 
interest by contract of 2/5, or $6875.58. 

State of Louisiana, I 
Oity of New Orleans, j 

S. E. Loeb being duly sworn deposes and says that the account as 
stated is just and true, and that he has not received any part of the 
money stated to be due, or any security of satisfaction for the same, 
except that is credited. 

S. E. LOEB. 

Sworn to and subscribed before me this 6th dav of August, 1902. 

MERCER W.“ PATTON, 

Notai'y Public. 

16 (Endorsed:) This Petition may be filed & Petitioner ad¬ 
mitted as a party Inlervenor. A. B. Hagner, 20 Feb’y, ’03. 

Answer of Defendant Olga 8. Rogers. 

Filed April 9,1904. 

Iu the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 
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Julian Castillo Slaughter et al. ] 

vs. > Equity. No. 23234. 

Daniel A. Slaughter et al. j 

The answer of the defendant, Olga Slaughter Rogers, to the peti¬ 
tion of intervention of Samuel E. Loeb in the above entitled cause, 
respectfully represents to the court as follows: 

This defendant now and at all times hereafter, saving and reserv¬ 
ing unto herself all benefit and advantage of exception which can 
or may be had or taken to the many errors, uncertainties and other 
imperfections in the said petitioner’s petition of intervention con¬ 
tained, and without waiving any rights she may have to object to 
the jurisdiction of this court over the subject matter in said petition, 
or object to the subject matter on the ground that the same alleges 
no equity therein, or to object upon the ground that said petition 
cannot be maintained, but reserving said question to be heard at the 
hearing the same as if she had demurred to said petition, for 
answer thereunto or unto so much and such parts thereof as this de¬ 
fendant is advised is and are material and necessary for her 

17 to make answer unto, this defendant, answering, says: 

1. She admits the allegations of the first paragraph of said 
petition to be true. 

2. She admits the allegations of the second paragraph of said 
petition to be true. 

3. She admits the allegations of the third paragraph to be true. 

4. She admits the allegations of the fourth paragraph of said peti¬ 
tion to be true. 

5. She admits the allegations of the fifth paragraph of said peti¬ 
tion to be true. 

G. She admits the allegations of the sixth paragraph of said peti¬ 
tion to be true. 

7. She admits that the petitioner claims as in the seventh para¬ 
graph of the said petition set forth; but she denies that he is en¬ 
titled so to claim; she does not admit that the certain agreement 
alleged to have been made between the certain James E. Slaughter 
and the certain Senor Don Ignacio Mariscal, in belalf of the Repub¬ 
lic of Mexico, alleged to bear date March 1, 1877, in the said para¬ 
graph mentioned, was in fact duly made and entered into, of which 
an alleged copy thereof, marked “ S. E. Loeb Exhibit A,” purports 
to be annexed to and filed with the petition, and she demands strict 
proof thereof. 

8. She has no knowledge, except by report, as to the truth or 
falsity of the allegations of the eighth paragraph of the said petition, 

aud can, therefore, neither admit nor deny the same; and 

18 she calls for strict proof of each and every allegation thereof 
if material to her interests. 

9. She is advised that the allegations of the ninth paragraph of 
the said petition present matters of law which it is unnecessary for 
her to answer. 

10. She is advised that the allegations of the tenth paragraph of 
the said petition present mattors of law which it is unnecessary for 
her to answer. 

2—1640a 
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11. She is advised that it is unnecessary for her to answer the 
eleventh paragraph of said petition as, among other things, the cer¬ 
tain statements therein made are incompetent, irrelevant and im¬ 
material in the premises. 

12. And further answering, this respondent says that the matters 
and things pending between the petitioner and the said James E. 
Slaughter, down to and including the seventeenth day of Decem¬ 
ber, A. D. 1900, were fully adjusted, settled and discharged about 
that day between said parties. 

And having fully answered the said petition, this respondent 
prays to be dismissed thereof with her reasonable costs. 

LAMBERT <& BAKER, 
Solicitors for Olga Slaughter Rogers. 

19 Answer of W. J . Lambert. 

Filed April 9,1904. 


In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 
Julian Castillo Slaughter et al. . 

Equity. No. 23234. 


vs. 


Daniel A. Slaughter et al 


} 


Responding to the order nisi passed in the above entitled cause 
requiring the defendants to make answer to the intervening peti¬ 
tion of Samuel E. Loeb, I, Wilton J. Lambert, say that I am of 
counsel for the infants, defendants, Roy L. Evans Slaughter and 
Edward E. Slaughter; that said defendants to said petition are 
minors under the age of twenty-one years, and I submit, can only 
answer in said proceedings through the medium of a guardian 
ad litem to be appointed by the court. 

WILTON J. LAMBERT. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 9th dav of April, A. D. 
1904. 

J. R. YOUNG, Clerk, 

By R. J. MEIGS, Ass't C'k. 

20 Answer of Charles L. Frailey, Collector. 

Filed April 11,1904. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Julian Castillo Slaughter et al. , 

In Equity. No. 23234. 


vs. 


Daniel A. Slaughter et al. 




Answer of the complainant, Charles L. Frailey, collector of the estate 
of James E. Slaughter, deceased, by appointment of the Supreme 
Court of the District of Columbia, to the petition of intervention of 
Samuel E. Loeb in the ubove entitled cause. 

This complainant saving any and all manner of benefit of excep* 
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tion that can or may be taken to the many errors, uncertainties and 
imperfections in the said petition contained, nevertheless, for answer 
thereto or to so much and such parts thereof, as he is advised it is 
material or necessary for him to answer, answering says: 

1 to 6. I admit the allegations of the first, second, third, fourth, 
fifth and sixth paragraphs of said petition to be true. 

7. I admit that the petitioner claims as in the seventh paragraph 
of the said petition set fortli: but I deny that he is entitled so to 
claim. On information and belief I admit that the certain agree¬ 
ment between the certain James E. Slaughter and the certain Senor 
Don Ignacio Mariscal in behalf of the Republic of Mexico, bearing 

date March 1st, 1877, in the said paragraph mentioned, was 

21 in fact duly made and entered into, and that a copy thereof, 
marked “S. E. Loeb Exhibit A,” Purports to be annexed to 

and filed with the petition, but for greater certainty I refer to the 
original of the said agreement for its terms and conditions. 

8. As to the averments of the eighth paragraph of said petition, I 
have no such knowledge, information or belief as will enable me to 
either admit or deny the same, and in so far as the same may be 
material I require strict proof thereof. 

9. I am advised that the allegations of the ninth paragraph of the 
said petition present matters of law which it is unnecessary for me 
to answer. 

10. Iaraad/ised that the allegations of the tenth paragraph of 
the said petition present matters of law and inferences from facts 
not set forth, which it is unnecessary for me to answer. 

11. I am advised that it is unnecessary for me to answer the 
eleventh paragraph of the said petition, as among other things, the 
certain statements therein made are incompetent, irrelevant and 
immaterial in the premises. 

12. And further answering this respondent upon information and 
belief says that all matters and things pending between the peti¬ 
tioner and the said James E. Slaughter, down to and including the 
seventeenth day of December, A. D., 1900, were fully adjusted, settled 
and discharged on that day. 

And having fully answered the said petition, this respondent 
prays to be hence dismissed thereof with his reasonable costs. 

CHARLES L. FRAILEY, 
Collector Estate of James E. Slaughter. 

22 I, Charles L. Frailey, on oath say that I have read the fore¬ 
going answer by me subscribed and know the contents 

thereof; that the facts therein stated of ray personal knowledge are 
true; and that those stated as upon information and belief, I believe 
to be true. 

CHARLES L. FRAILEY. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me, this 9th day of April, 1904. 

J. THOMAS SOTHORON, 

[notarial seal ] Notary Public, D. C. 

(Endorsed:) Leave to file granted. Ashley M, Gould justice. 
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Answer of Defendant Julian Castillo Slaughter. 

Filed April 11,1904. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Julian Castillo Slaughter et al. 

vs. 

Daniel Slaughter et al. 

Answer of the Complainant, Julian Castillo Slaughter, to the Petition 

of Intervention of Samuel E. Loeb in the Above Entitled Cause. 

This complainant saving any and all mauner of benefit of excep¬ 
tion that can or may be taken to the many errors, uncertainties and 
imperfections in the said petition contained, nevertheless, for 

23 answer thereto or to so much and sucb parts thereof as he is 
advised it is material or necessary for him to answer, answer¬ 
ing says: 

1 to 6. I admit the allegations of the first, second third, fourth, 
fifth and sixth paragraphs of said petition to be true. 

7. I admit that the petitioner claims as in the seventh paragraph 
of the said petition set forth ; but I deny that he is entitled so to 
claim. On information and belief I admit that the certain agree¬ 
ment between the certain James E. Slaughter and the certain Senor 
Don Ignacio Mariscal, in behalf of the Republic of Mexico, bearing 
date March 1st, 1877, in the said paragraph mentioned, was in fact 
duly made and entered into, and that a copy thereof, marked “ S. E. 
Loeb Exhibit A,” purports to be annexed to and filed with the peti¬ 
tion, but for greater certainty I refer to the original of the said agree¬ 
ment for its terras and conditions. 

8. As to the averments of the eighth paragraph of said petition, I 
have no such knowledge, information or belief as will enable me to 
either admit or deny the same, and in so far as the same may be 
material 1 require strict proof thereof. 

9. I am advised that the allegations of the ninth paragraph of the 
said petition present matters of law which it is unnecessary for me to 
answer. 

10. I am advised that the allegations of the tenth paragraph of the 
said petition present matters of law and inferences from facts not set 

forth, which it is unnecessary for me to answer. 

24 11. I am advised that it is unnecessary for me to answer 
the eleventh paragraph of the said petition, as among other 

things, the certain statements therein made are incompetent, irrele¬ 
vant and immaterial in the premises. 

*12. And further answering this respondent upon information and 
belief says that all matters and things pending between the peti¬ 
tioner and the said James E. Slaughter, down to and including the 
seventeenth day of December, A. D., 1900, were fully adjusted, 
settled and discharged on that day. 


} 
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And having fully answered the said petition, this respondent 
prays to be dismissed thereof with his reasonable costs. 

JULIAN CASTILLO SLAUGHTER, 
By A. S. WORTHINGTON, His Solicitor. 

(Endorsed:) Leave to file granted. Ashley M. Gould, justice. 

Answer of Daniel A. Slaughter & Others. 

Filed November 16,1904. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Julian Castillo Slaughter et al. ) 

vs. > No. 23234. Equity. 

Daniel A. Slaughter et al. 1 

By leave of the court in that behalf first had and obtained, 

25 the complainant, William Youngblood, and the defendants, 
Daniel A. Slaughter, Edwin L. Slaughter, Eliza F. Wallace, 

formerly Eliza F. Slaughter, Carrie A. Slaughter, John W. Slaughter, 
Mary Slaughter, Mamie S. Hamilton, John Paul Jones and George 
Lines withdrawing the joint and several answers heretofore filed by 
them to the petition of intervention of Samuel E. Loeb in the 
above entitled cause, hereby file this their amended and substituted 
answer to said petition of intervention, as follows: 

The said complainant and defendants, and each of them, saving 
all and all manner of benefit of exception that can or may be taken 
to the many errors, uncertainties and imperfections in the said peti¬ 
tion contained, nevertheless, for answer thereunto, or to so much 
ami sucli parts thereof as they are advised it is material or neces^ 
sary for them to answer, answering say: 

1. They admit the allegations of the first paragraph of said 
petition to be true. 

2. They admit the allegations of the second paragraph of said 
petition to be true. 

3. They admit the allegations of the third paragraph of the said 
petition to be true. 

4 . They admit the allegations of the fourth paragraph of said 
petition to be true. 

5. They admit the allegations of the fifth paragraph of said 
petition to be true. 

6. They admit the allegations of the sixth paragraph of said 

petition to be true. 

26 7. They admit that the petitioner claims as in the seventh 
paragraph of the said petition set forth; but they deny that 

he is entitled so to claim, although they admit that the certain 
agreement between the certain James E. Slaughter and the certain 
Senor Don Ignacio Mariseal, in behalf of the Republic of Mexico, 
bearing date March 9th, 1877, in said paragraph mentioned, was in 
fact duly made and entered into, and that a copy thereof, marked 
« S. E. Loeb Exhibit A,” purports to be annexed to and filed with 
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the petition, but for greater certainty they refer to the original of 
the said agreement for its terms and conditions. 

8. They have no knowledge, except by report, as to the truth or 
falsity of the allegations of the eighth paragraph of the said peti¬ 
tion, and can, therefore, neither admit or deny the same ; and ihey 
call for strict proof of each and every thereof if material to their 
interests. 

9. They are advised that the allegations of the ninth paragraph 
of the said petition present matters of law which it is unnecessary 
for them to answer. 

10. They are advised that the allegations of the tenth paragraph 
of the said petition present matters of law and inference from facts 
not stated, which it is unnecessary for them to answer. 

11. They are advised that it is unnecessary for them to answer 
the eleventh paragraph of the said petition as, among other things, 
the certain statements therein made are incomplete, irrelevant and 
immaterial in the premises. 

12. And further answering, these respondents upon information 
and belief say that the matters and things pendiug between the 

petitioner and the said James E. Slaughter were on the 17th 
27 day of December, A. IX, 1900, in the lifetime of the said 
James E. Slaughter, adjusted, settled and discharged. 

13. And further answering these respondents sav that before the 
alleged making of the agreement between the said petitioner and 
the said James E. Slaughter in the premises, and particularly in the 
certain cause in this court known as No. 7495 in Equity on the 
dockets thereof, to which and all the proceedings therein reference 
is hereby made, the said petitioner with full knowledge of the fraud¬ 
ulent character of the certain claim of Benjamin Weil mentioned 
in the said agreement, aud the certain agreement between the said 
Slaughter and SenorDon Ignacio Mariscal in the said petition men¬ 
tioned, claimed and asserted as a co-partner of the said Weil an in¬ 
terest in and to the certain award in favor of the said Weil against 
the Republic of Mexico in the said last mentioned agreement men¬ 
tioned ; wherefore these respondents say that the said petitioner is 
in equity aud good conscience estopped to assert his petition here 
and his certain alleged rights therein aud thereby set forth and made. 

And having fully answered the said petition, these respondents 
pray to be hence dismissed thereof with their reasonable costs. 

DANIEL A. SLAUGHTER, 

EDWIN L. SLAUGHTER, 

ELIZA F. SLAUGHTER now 
ELIZA F. WALLACE, 

CARRIE A. SLAUGHTER, 

JOHN W. SLAUGHTER, 

MARY SLAUGHTER, 

MAMIE S. HAMILTON, 

By A. S. WORTHINGTON, 

Of Tlieir Counsel , 

WILLIAM YOUNGBLOOD and 
GEORGE LINES, 

By HENRY E. DAVIS, Solicitor. 

JOHN PAUL JONES. 




0 


SAMVEL E. LOEB; 


15 


28 Depositions Taken at New Orleans on Behalf of 8. E. Loeb. 

Filed June 13,1904. 

Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. In Equity. 

Julian Castillo Slaughter and Others 

against 

Daniel A. Slaughter and Others. 

In the Matter of the Intervention of Samuel E. Loeb. 

By consent it is hereby ordered this — day of May, 1904, that 
W. Morgan Gurley, Esquire, of the City of New Orleans, Louisiana, 
be and he is hereby appointed a Commissioner to take the testimony 
of Samuel E. Loeb, Mercer W. Patton, C. H. Stocker, Louis U. Gerrit, 
of the City and State aforesaid, and any other witnesses that may be 
brought before him. And it is farther ordered, by like consent, that 
such testimony shall be taken orally, subject to such objections as 
to admissibility of testimony as may be interposed by representatives 
of the defendants or any of them. Provided each of the Counsel 
representing defendants shall have at least ten (10) days notice of 
the time and place of taking said testimony. 

We consent to the entering of the above order. 

29 Commission to Take Depositions. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Julian Castillo Slaughter) 

vs. V No. 23,234. In Equity. 

Daniel A. Slaughter et al. I 

The President of the United States to W. Morgan Gurley, Esq., at 

New Orleans, Louisiana, Greeting: 

Know you, That in confidence of your prudence and fidelity, you 
have been appointed and by these presents you are invested with 
power and authority to examine Samuel E. Loeb: Mercer W. Pat¬ 
ton : C. H. Stocker and Louis U. Gerrit and any other—who shall 

be produced before you—as witnesses for the - in the above- 

entitled cause (orally); and, therefore, you are hereby commanded, 
at a certain day and place, or certain days and places, to be appointed 
by you, to cause said witnesses to come before you, and then and 
there examine them on oath or affirmation, and reduce their testi¬ 
mony into writing to be signed by said witnesses; and, having so 
done, annexed the same to this commission, closed up under your 
seal, and make return thereof into said Court with all convenient 
speed. 

Witness, The Honorable Harry M. Clabaugh, Chief Justice of said 
Court, the 12th day of May, A. D. 1904. 

[notarial seal] JOHN R. YOUNG, Clerk, 

By R. J. MEIGS, Assistant Clerk. 




No. 23,234. 




IB 


JULIAN CASTlLtO SLAtfGlITElt ET At. VS. 


% 


30 In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Julian Castillo Slaughter et al. ) 

vs. >No. 23284. In Equity. 

Daniel A. Slaughter and Others, i 

At the execution of the foregoing commission issued out of the 
Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, and to me directed, em¬ 
powering me to examine witnesses in the above-entitled cause, I, 
VV. Morgan Gurley the Commissioner in the said commission named, 
before Henry H. Chaffee, a Notary Public in & for the Parish of Or¬ 
leans La. in the City of New Orleans La., on the 30th day of May 
A. D. 1904 first duly took the following oath, viz: 

“I shall according to the best of my skill and knowledge, truly, 
faithfully, and without partiality to any or either of the parties, take 
the examinations and depositions of all and every witness and wit¬ 
nesses produced and examined by virtue of the commission here¬ 
unto annexed (orally) (upon the interrogatories now, or which may 
hereafter, before the said commission is closed, be produced to and 
left with me, by either of the parties), so help me God.” 

I then proceeded, on the 31st day of May, in the year of our Lord 
nineteen hundred and four (1904), at my office in the City of New 
Orleans and State of Louisiana at 10 o’clock. A M., under the said 
commission, pursuant to notice (and in the presence of the counsel 
of the respective parties), to take the following depositions, that is to 
say: 

31 Mr. C. H. Stocker, a witness of lawful age, produced on 
behalf of the Intervenor being by me first duly sworn ac¬ 
cording to law, being examined on the following interrogatories to 
him propounded in that behalf, makes oath, deposes, and says as 
follows, that is to say: (the counsel for the parties having first con¬ 
sented that the testimony taken under the said commission should 
be taken down stenographically and reduced to typewriting). 

Direct examination. 

By Mr. Mercer W. Patton : 

Q. What is your name, age, and occupation. A. My name is 
C. H. Stocker, I am sixty and a half years of age. 

Q. How long have you lived in this city? A. Since 1837, since 
I was born. 

Q. Will you look at this document (lmndiug witness a paper) 
whieh I show you, Mr. Stocker and stale whether this is a document 
you signed as a witness. A. (Wituess examines document.) That is 
my signature. 

Q. Do you remember signing it in the presence of two two gentle- 
menl James E. Slaughter and Samuel E. Loeb? A. Their signa¬ 
tures are there I evidently must have seen them sign them. You 
understand at that time I was working for Mr. Deering and Mr. 
Baruett was next door. He was a Notary and would very frequently 
call me over to sign as a witness and that is how I came to sign 


Samuel e. loeb. i? 

this, as a matter of accorn-odation to Mr. George M. Barnett—Notary 
Public. 

32 No cross-examination. 

By Mr. Patton : I offer in evidence document marked “ P. 1,” 
being contract dated State of Louisiana, Parish of Orleans, City of 
New Orleans, on the 2nd day of November, 1894 and signed by 
James E. Slaughter and Samuel E. Loeb and witnessed by C. H. 
Stocker and Louis H. Perret. 

(Document “ P. 1,” is Exhibit marked “S. E. Loeb B,” attached 
to Petition of Intervention, page ten (10) of the record.) 

By consent of counsel signatures of witnesses to depositions are 
hereby waived. 

Mr. Louis H. Perret, a witness of lawful age produced on behalf 
of the Inteivenor, being by me first duly sworn according to law, 
being examined on the following interrogatories to him propounded 
in that behalf, makes oath, deposes and says as follows, that is to 
say: 

Direct examination. 

By Mr. Patton : 

Q. What is your name, age and occupation ? A. My name is 
Louis H. Perret, occupation broker—real estate—age sixty-two going 
on sixty-three. 

Q. How long have you lived in this city? A. Since 1863, forty- 
one years. 

Q. Will you look at this document (handing witness Exhibit P. 

1.) which I have offered in evidence—is that your signature ? 

33 A. (Witness examined document.) Yes sir. 

Q. Signed as a witness to signatures of Gen. Slaughter and 
Mr. Loeb? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Do you remember signing that? A. That is my signature, 
yes sir. 

Cross-examination. 

By Mr. Henry E. Davis, counsel for Defendants : 

Q. Did you know Gen. Slaughter? A. No sir. 

Q. Or Mr. Loeb? A. I don’t remember to have known them. 

Q. How did you happen to sign that? A. My office was across 
the way from Mr. Barnett and had been for twenty-seven years and 
Mr. Barnett used to cull on me once in a while when there was 
nobody else and ask me to witness signatures. 

By Mr. Davis: I object to the admissibility in evidence of the 
paper marked “ P. 1 ” upon the ground that its execution has not 
been sufficiently proven. And 1 give the usual notice that I will 
move to strike same from the record as evidence and I desire to 
have it understood that throughout the taking of these depositions 
whenever I shall object to the admissibility of any testimony it is 
to be coupled with the notice just given. 

3—1640a 
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Mr. Edward A. Larosic, a witness of lawful age, produced on 
behalf of the Intervenor being by me first duly sworn ac- 

34 cording to law, being examined on the following interroga¬ 
tories to him propounded in that behalf, makes oath, deposes 

and says, as follows:—that is to say: 

Direct examination. 

By Mr. Patton : 

Q. What is your name, age and occupation? A. My name is 
Edward A. Larose, age forty-three, occupation merchant. 

Q. How long have you lived in this city? A. All my life. 

Q. Did you know Gen. James E. Slaughter? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. How long have you known him? A. Since 1890. 

Q. Were your relations with him business or social ? A. Social, 
I wouldn’t say of a business character, though I attended to some of 
his affairs for him. 

Q. Do you know Mr. Samuel E. Loeb? A. Yes sir. 

Q. How long have you known him? A. I have known Mr. 
Loeb I guess about ten years, I suppose. I am guessing at that, I 
am not certain. 

Q. Do you know anyting of a contract that Gen. Slaughter had 
with the Mexican government with reference to a claim of his—the 
Weil claim? A. Only from hearsay. 

Q. From whom did you get your information? A. From 
both. 

35 Q. Mr. Slaughter and Mr. Loeb? A. Mr. Slaughter first 
and Mr. Loeb afterwards. 

Q. Did you ever hear Gen. Slaughter state anything with refer¬ 
ence to Mr. Loeb’s connection with that claim? A. I only heard— 
I asked Gen. Slaughter what relation Loeb had to the matter and 
he told me that Loeb had been of incalculable benefit to him in 
proving fraud on that claim. 

Q. Did he ever tell you what interest Loeb had? A. I couldn’t 
say that he did. 

Q. Did he ever tell you what his contract called for? A. With 
Mr. Loeb ? 

Q. Yes. A. Slaughter spoke a great deal I don’t know if he told 
me. 

Q. Did he ever tell you the amount that he was to get out of the 
Weil claim? A. Out of the Weil claim? That claim is confused 
in ray mind, I don’t know—Gen. Slaughter always mentioned it as 
being a large figure, that it would make him rich and he would not 
have to work any more. 

Q. Did he ever state the percentage he was to get out of the thing ? 
A. No sir. 

Q. Did he ever tell you what percentage of what he got Loeb was 
to get. A. He spoke to me of several people, Mr. Lines was to get 
one-half, Loeb two-fifths. That was about all. 

Q. Did Mr. Loeb ever tell you what his interest was in this con¬ 
tract? 
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Objected to by counsel for Defendants as calling for testimony in¬ 
competent because a statement by a party in his own inter- 

36 est. 

A. I never saw that contract. 

Q. Do you know the relations between Mr. Loeb and Gen. 
Slaughter? A. Except that they were associated in that claim; 
that is all I do know. 

Q. You know that to be a fact ? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Who did you hear that from ? A. Both parties. 

Q. You correspond a good deal with Gen. Slaughter? A. Yes 
sir. 

Q. Have you got many letters from him? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Look at this contract offered in evidence marked “ P. 1.” and 
say whether you know that to be his signature ? A. Yes, sir, that 
is correct—that is also the signature of Mr. Loeb. 

Q. You testify to that? A. Yes sir. These parties I don’t knew 
(witness is referring to signatures of witnesses to document P. 1). 

Q. You know this is the signature of James E. Slaughter and 
Samuel E. Loeb to this contract which I have offered in evidence? 
A. Yes sir. 

Cross-examination. 

By Mr. Davis : 

Q. Mr. Larose I understand that Gen. Slaughter told you 

37 that he had a contract with Mexico and that Mr. Lines was 
to have one-half his compensation and Mr. Loeb two-fifths? 

A. Yes sir. 

Q. Did Gen. Slaughter state out of what, if any, particular fund 
the one-half and two-fifths were to come? A. I couldn’t say because 
both claims are mixed up in my mind and I couldn’t state whether 
it was the La Abra or the Weil, I know there were two. 

Q. The sum of it is that Gen. Slaughter told you that he had 

some arrangement- A. Yes sir, he told me that Loeb had been 

of incalculable service to him in proving fraud. 

Q. And that he had some arrangement with Lines and Loeb in 
respect of some sum—out of what? A. Out of some claim, I don’t 
know which claim. 

Q. You don’t know for what amount ? A. No sir, I don’t know 
the amount involved at all. 

Q. You don’t know how much Gen. Slaughter was to get? A. 
No sir. 

Q. As I was about to say, the sum of it is that out of an amount 
that Gen. Slaughter was to get—which amount you do not know— 
he told you that Lines was to get one-half and Loeb two-fifths ? 
A. Yes sir. 

Redirect examination. 

By Mr. Patton : 

38 Q. Didn’t I understand that Gen. Slaughter told you the 
percentage he was to get out of this claim ? A. No sir, he 
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never told me; the only thing I remember he told me was that he 
would get enough to keep him on the sunny sideof Easy Street. 

Q. And told you that Loeb was to get two-fifths? 

Objected to by Counsel for Defendant-on the ground that the ques" 
tion is leading and further objected toon the ground that it is para¬ 
phrasing inaccurately the testimony of the witness. 

Q. When Gen. Slaughter was in New Orleans you used to see him 
a great deal ? A. Yes sir, most every day. 

Q. Did he talk frequently about these two claims? A. Very 
much. 

Q. Didn’t you see Mr. Loeb with him a great deal ? 

By Mr. Davis : I object to the form of interrogation as leading. 

Q. Do you know the relationship between Gen. Slaughter and 
Mr. Loeb, whether it was intimate or not? A. Yes, they were fre¬ 
quently together. 

Q. Did you ever hear them talk about this claim ? A. Well, yes, 
that constituted most of Gen. Slaughter’s conversation. 

And here the said Commissioner adjourned the further taking of 
testimony in this cause until ten o’clock a. in. June 1st, 1904, at his 
said office. 

Pursuaut to the above and foregoing adjournment. I, said Com¬ 
missioner proceeded on the 1st day of June, A. D. 1904, at my office 
Room 501 Morris Building corner of Camp & Canal Streets, in said 
city of New Orleans, State of Louisiana, at ten o’clock a. m. 
39 with the further taking of depositions in said cause, in the 

presence of the counsel of the respective parties, as follows , 

• 

Mr. Mercer W. Patton, a witness of lawful age, produced on be- 
. half of the Intervenor, being by me first duly sworn according to 
law, being examined on the following interrogatories to him pro¬ 
pounded in that behalf, makes oath, deposes and says as follows, 
that is to sav : 

to 

Direct examination. 

By S. Wolfe : 

Q. Mr. Patton, please state your age and occupation. A. Attorney, 
thirty six years old. 

Q. How long have you been practicing in the city of New Or¬ 
leans? A. About ten or eleven years. 

Q. Were you acquainted with the late Gen. J. E. Slaughter and, 
if so, how long? A. Have known him all my life, very intimately, 
acquainted with him, he was a cousin of mine. 

Q. Do you know anything about a contract that Gen. Slaughter 
had with the Mexican government with reference to a claim? A. I 
know he had such a contract; he dined at our house every day 
when he was in New Orleans and that was generally the subject of 
his conversation. 

Q. Do you know anything about an assignment that Gem 
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40 Slaughter made to S. E. Loeb of this city? A. I do; fre¬ 
quently told me that Mr. Loeb had an assigned interest in 

this claim. 

Q. Please state the extent of the assignment and give the con¬ 
versation as nearly as you can in which the matter was discussed. 

By Mr. Davis : 

Q. Mr. Patton at the time that Gen. Slaughter made this state¬ 
ment to you, or any of the statements about which you are to 
testify had you any professional relations with him ? A. No, sir, 
not at the time. 

Q. Did you ever occupy a professional relation to him. A. Yes, 
I am one of his lawyers in this claim with Gen. Maury and Mr. 
Wolfe- 

Q. I am speaking of Gen. Slaughter. A. No, sir, nothing except 
that away back when he first told me about it the only thing I did 
about it was to go to Court and look up some records for him that 
he could not find and I found them for him. 

Q. So that what you are about to say you derived from him 
merely through your personal acquaintance with him and it was in 
no sense or to any extent as having a professional relation? A. 
No sir. None at all. (Witness continues his answer to last ques¬ 
tion put by Mr. Wolfe.) Very frequently Gen. Slaughter in talking 
about his contract stated to me that he was to get one-tenth of what 
he recovered and that Mr. Loeb’s interest was 2/5 of what he got. 
But just before he went to the city of Mexico- 

41 By Mr. Wolfe : 

Q. Before who went? A. Gen. Slaughter—I was with him and 
he owed my father some money and he had just gotten a part of this 
money and I mildly suggested to him that it was a good time to 
pay what he owed father and he, in that connection, stated that he 
couldn’t pay it out of that, but when the money was refunded by 
the United* Slates in the Weil claim and the La Abra claim he 
would pav what he owed my father. He also stated that the Weil 
claim lie would get very little out of because Mr. Lines and Jones’ 
interest and Mr. Loeb’s would use up what he got out of that claim. 
At the time he stated this I thought he was explaining this to show 
why he wouldn’t pay at that time, but that he would pay when he 
got the other money. 

Q. That was out of the money he was going to the City of Mex¬ 
ico for ? A. No, not the money he was going to Mexico for, but 
the money that had been illegally paid out and which was to be 
paid out to him- 

Q. Out of the money that was refunded him he would not be able 
to pay your father’s debt because he would have to pay Loeb and 
others? A. That was the understanding. I don’t want to testify 
that he stated that he was going to pay me especially out of the 
Weil claim but that he would pay up that when he got the money 
from the Weil and La Abra claims; but in explanation he stated 
that very little would come to him out of the Weil claim, because 
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it was assigned to these parties, practically all of it. I thought at 
the time he was saying that, because he was going to give me much 
less than he said he was going to give. 

42 Q. You say your relationship with Gen. Slaughter was 
quite intimate? A. Very intimate. 

Q. Was the intimacy altogether of a professional character, or 
otherwise? A. No, not a professional character, he was a cousin 
and socially we were very intimate; he dined with us every day 
when-he was in New Orleans, or almost every day. 

Cross-examination. 

By Mr. Davis : 

Q. Mr. Patton, what was the occasion of your last conversation 
with Gen. Slaughter? A. Well, there was no special occasion. He 
was going every day to the Club and I used to meet him there 
nearly all the time. He asked me to go to dinner with him one 
day at the Cosmopolitan and it was at that time that I mildly hinted 
it would be a good time to pay something and he made this expla¬ 
nation. 

Q. How long was that before he went to Mexico the last time? 
A. It was a very few days I think, sir, before he left here. 

Q. Do you remember the day he went to Mexico; I don’t mean 
do you remember by the calendar, but do you remember the occa¬ 
sion? A. I remember leaving him—and he was going the next 
day —the day I took dinner. 

Q. This conversation was several days before your last talk 

43 with him? A. No, that was the last time I saw him, when I 
took dinner at the Cosmopolitan. 

Q. Was that the day before he went? A. I couldn’t say posi¬ 
tively, I know it was the last time I saw him. 

Q. I am not quite clear. I want to know if you saw Gen. Slaughter 
the day before he was going to Mexico? A. I don’t say that it was 
the day before. He was complaining of being sick, had a cold, and 
I remember telling him he would have to be very careful; I don’t 
remember whether it was the day before, or a couple of days, it wus 
the last time I saw him. 

Q. It might have been two or three days? A. It might have been 
several; I don’t know how long he stai-d here that trip. 

Q. And his explanation to you of his inability to pay } f ou your 
father’s indebtedness—his indebtedness to your father—at that time 
was that he would have to wait upon moneys that lie was to get 
from the La Abra claim? A. The La Abra and Weil claims. His 
explanation was—I had suggested that it would be a good time to 
help me—he said well, when begot this money, for the Weil and 
La Abra claims he would pay us what he promised. He said at 
the time so far as the Weil claim was concerned he would get very 
little, if anything, out of that, on account of the assignments. It 
occurred to me that the reason he slated that was that he was not 
going to pay what he promised and he wanted to show me why. 

Q. The impression made on you was that that was merely 

44 a subterfuge? A. I don’t say it was a subterfuge, but I think 
he didn’t intend to pay the full amount. 
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Q. If he said to you that he had practically parted with all of his 
interest in the Weil fund the effect was to hold out to you a promise 
to pay vour father’s debt out of what he got from the La Abra fund? 
A. From either one, he didn’t say how much, he said nearly all 
would go out of the Weil claim ; it looked to me as if he was telling 
how much had to go out of both these claims and he would not be 
able to do much for me, but that he would do something. 

Q. Let us put a little mathematics on it. If he had assigned one- 
half his interest in the Weil claim to Jones and Lines and two-fifths 
to Loeb, he had left in himself one-tenth of his original fee in the 
Weil claim so that if he had to use any of the Weil fund for his own 
purposes he would practically exhaust it. Q. He would have very 
little. That is what I thought that he was going to pay me very 
little, but he didn’t tell me he was going to pay it out of the Weil 
claim and 1 thought he was fixing to let me down easy. 

Q. Did he tell you out of what fund he would pay your father’s 
indebtedness? A. No, sir; not at all. 

Q. Assuming that what he said was true, namely, that he had as¬ 
signed nine-tenths of his fee in the Weil claim, he would in fact 
have to resort to the La Abra fee, wouldn’t he? A. Sure, unless he 
got very little. 

Q. Did you know at the time that he had collected a sum of 
money on the La Abra claim ? A. I certainlydid and that 

45 was why I mildly suggested that it would be a good idea to 
pay something to me. Of course he was my cousin and I 

wasn’t going to make any forcible suggestion. 

Q. You don’t know the relative amounts of his fees on account of 
these claims. A. No, not at all. 

Q. He was, as you understood, to get one-tenth of whatever begot 
back in both cases? A. That was my impression. 

Q. And that he was making to you an excuse for not paying because 
he had practically assigned away the whole of what he got on ac¬ 
count of the Weil claim ? A. Well, } r es, as I say, he was telling me 
that he had so much to pay out of these two claims aud my idea 
was that he was going to pa} r my father very much less than he had 
promised. 

Q. What explanation did he make for not paying your father for 
so much as he had already gotten out of La Abra claim? A. He 
didn’t make any; I thought he ought to pay it, but we had no con¬ 
tract. It was a promise. Father had done considerable work for 
him early in his claim. I didn’t press him at all; he was my 
cousin and we were very intimate. 

Q. Since Gen. Slaughter’s death have you been counsel for any of 
the heirs ? A. I was associated with Mr. Hudson, representing them 
in getting some money up in Donaldsonville, La. that belonged to 
the estate. 

46 Q. They got the money ? A. After paying the expenses I 
believe they got a little money and a Deposit certificate for 

$5000.00. Mr. Hudsou attended to the case; I associated him with 
me at the request of John Slaughter, and I had nothing to do with 
t, didn’t go up there at all. 
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Q. You are now representing Mr. Loeb in this intervention ? A. 
Yes sir. 

Q. You know, do you not, that the way in which this money 
was paid hack to Mexico was that, at the time the claims were 
adju dicaled fraudulent, there was a sum of money in the hands of 
the Secretary of the Treasury which was immediately refunded to 
Mexico ? A. I know a part had been refunded and a part had been 
paid out while the Weil case was pending, it had been paid ille¬ 
gally and Mr. Jones and Mr. Lines were instrumental in haviug a 
bill passed to refund. 

Q. As to so much of the money as had been distributed by the 
United States that was returned through the medium of an act of 
Congress? A. I suppose, so, I understood that from General 
Slaughter—that part of it. 

Q. Do you know when the money was refunded by Congress? 
A. No sir, I do not. 

Q. Before, or after, his death ? A. Oh it must have been after 
his death, because I understood that he went there and that Jones 
and Lines were attending to that part of it, to have it refunded. 
That is my impression. 

47 Q. He told you that? A. Yes sir, that is what I under¬ 
stood. 

Bv Mr. Wolfe: 

Q. Was the money refunded by tho United States government 
after Gen. Slaughter’s death? A. That is my impression. 

Q. Mr. Patton, I show you here the contract, marked exhibit P. 
1. heretofore offered in evidence and I direct your attention to the 
signatures of Gen. Slaughter and Mr. Loeb to that contract; are you 
acquainted with the signatures of these gentlemen ? A. I am. 

Q. Are these signatures to that contract their signatures. A. 
They are. 

And here counsel for Intervenor, Mr. Mercer W. Patton, informed 
me, Commissioner that his client, Mr. Samuel E. Loeb, one of the 
witnesses summoned to give testimony in this cause, was in ill 
health and too feeble to leave the Water Cure, or Sanitarium, where 
he is at present located, 

Whereupon, I, said Commissioner, together with said counsel for 
both parties did repairto the Kueipp Water Cure, a sanitarium, lo¬ 
cated on North Peters Street, between Flood and Caffiu Streets in 
the city of New Orleans, in order to take the deposition of the said 
S. E. Loeb. 

48 Mr. S. E. Loeb, Intervenor in the said above named cause, 
a witness of lawful age, testifying in his own behalf, being by 

me first duly sworn according to law, being examined on the follow¬ 
ing interrogatories to him propounded in that behalf, makes oath, 
deposes and says, as follows; that is to suy: 

Direct examination. 

By Mr. Patton: 

Q. Mr. Loeb what is your age? A. Seventy one years of age last 
4th day of March. 
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Q. How long have you lived in New Orleans? A. Fifty four 
years. 

Q. Did you know Gen. James E. Slaughter, and how long? A. I 
have known Gen. James E. Slaughter in Texas in ’63—1863. 

Q. Mr. Loeb, you are the Intervenor in this case of Slaughter vs. 
Slaughter, claiming under contract with Gen. Slaughter with refer¬ 
ence to the Weil claim? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Will you look at this document I show you (showing witness 
exhibit P. 1. heretofore offered in evidence), and state whether this is 
the contract, which I have already offered in evidence, and state 
whether that is your signature and the signature of Gen. Slaughter. 

By Mr. Davis: I object to the question upon the ground that it 
calls for a statement by the witness concerning a transaction with 
J. E. Slaughter who has deceased. I make this objection upon 
49 ti»e ground among others, that he is incompetent under Sec¬ 
tion 858 of the Revised Statutes of the United States and 
Section 1064 of the (’ode of law for the District of Columbia, to tes¬ 
tify to any transaction or conversations with the deceased. And I 
give notice that I will duly move to strike from the record any an¬ 
swer that witness may make in response to this question and I desire 
this objection and this notice to be considered as made to each and 
every question whenever put which directly or indirectly calls or 
may call for any statement by the witness of the character indicated. 

A. This is the contract (indicating document P. 1.) 

Q. That is your signature and the signature of Gen. Slaughter? 
A. It is. 

Q. Mr. Loeb, can you state how much you have received from 
Gen. Slaughter under this contract? A. Yes sir. I have to refer to 
a memorandum (Witness draws small memorandum book from his 
pocket and consults same.) Do you want the totals or the different 
amounts as received ? 

Q. Well, you can give the different amounts as received. A. On 
July 23rd. 

By Mr. Davis : 

Q. One moment. When did you make this memorandum from 
which you are reading? A. In 1902 I believe or 1901, I don't re¬ 
member exactly. I have several of them. I have memorandums 
of each amount as separately received, because I could not remem¬ 
ber having been sick down here three years. There is an- 
60 other one (Handing counsel another memorandum book) 
You see this is 1902. I did have memorandums as I re- 
qeived the amounts, I couldn't recollect, especially since I have been 
sick. 

Q. This book from which you are about to read you have made 
up from other memoranda, it is the book in which you noted the 
payments at the time they were made? A. No, because I carry a 
daily memorandum book—always did. 

Bv Counsel for Defendants: In addition to objection hereto¬ 
fore noted I object to the use of memorandum as not contempp- 
4—1640a 
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raneous with the transactions entries of which purport to appear 
therein. 


A. (con.). On July 23rd, 1900 I received $200. in a check from 
Washington. October 18th, 1900,1 received $50. from Washing¬ 
ton—No, Gen. Slaughter handed me that in the Custom House in 
New Orleans. On November 15th, 1900 I received exchange on 
New York for $7,000 from Washington. On December 17th, 1900 
he gave me his check in New Orleans for $1003. There was 34 
cents due but he said we would take a drink with it—that I re¬ 
member. 

Q. That is all. A. Yes, that is all the moneys I received. 

Q. What is the total ? A. $8313.00 

Q. That was December 17th, 1900? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did Gen. Slaughter understand that that payment of Decem¬ 
ber 17th, 1900 of $1063. was in full settlement of all fees arising 
under your contract with him under the Weil claim ? 


51 By Mr. Davis: I offer the same objection as heretofore 
and, in addition object to the question as leading and as call¬ 
ing for a conclusion of the witness and not the statement of a fact. 

A. The documentary evidence is certainly sufficient to show that 
I was the main mover and I had absolute control of the Weil claim, 
Slaughter did not know a thing about it. 

Q. Was that payment of December 17th, 1900 all that you were 
to get out of the Weil claim under the contract with Gen. Slaughter? 

Objection repeated. 

A. Not by any means. In the whole of the Weil claim I had an 
interest of 2 / 5 of Slaughter’s interest. 

Counsel for Defendant-further objects to the answer as purporting 
to state a conclusion of the witness and also a construction of docu¬ 
mentary evidence. 

Q. What do you claim is still due you under your contract which 
has been offered in evidence? A. I claim $171,889.64 which the 
Government had pail out erroneously and repaid again to the 
Mexican Government, 1 claim my share is $6,875.58—Gen.Slaughter 
when he came to me under a letter of introduction from the Mexican 
minister—because I corresponded with Mexico long before Slaughter 
had the case—Mr. Mariscal was the Mexican minister who intro¬ 
duced Gen. Slaughter to me—Slaughter wanted the papers and 
books about this matter I was in possession of them. 

62 Q. We know about that—your claim for six thousand odd 
dollars, how do you arrive at that amount? A. That is 2/5 
of S17,188.96 which is 10% of $171,889.64. 

Q. In your petition you claim an additional amount, I want to 
know how you arrive at that. A. When Gen. Slaughter came to 
me to get these books and papers he asked me what I would take 
for them; I told them they were not for sale since I had offered 
them to tlie Mexican Government, until I should hear from them. 
He then showed his letter of introduction—Mr. Patton’s lather came 
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there first to find me—on telling him what I had there I told him 
I would take $10,000 cash for the papers and an interest in the claim 
besides. And he told me I have not got that amount of money; 
well he says, I can give you $2500. 1000 cash and $1500 in sixty 

days; instead of that he only paid me $850 cash and offered me 
$2250. $850 cash and $1400 still due, makes $2250. lo which I 
refer, fie then repeated to me that he would pay that $1400 at the 
final settlement; in addition to that Gen. Slaughter and Lines had 
borrowed ten thousaud dollars from Mr. Cresswell and for the La 
Abra claim, and they paid very large interest. In the settlement 
that he made—Hon. Mr. Foster made a settlement for him, and he 
settled the claim of 10,000 for $2,000 with Mrs. Cresswell- 

Bv Mr. Davis: 

to 

Q. You don’t know this except by hearsay? A. From Gen. 
Slaughter himself I got it, because I didn’t know the parties. Aud 
Gen. Slaughter charged me with $600 for the Cresswell claim 

53 which he settled for $2,000, to which I objected, though 1 
couldn’t help myself, because I was very liberal with Gen. 

Slaughter and allowed him $2,000 expenses for himself to and from 
Washington and I paid 2/5 of the Liues fees; Mr. Lines was the 
first lawyer engaged in the case—and I agreed to pay him $600,— 
that was the agreement—which I did. 

By Mr. Patton : 

Q. What was General Slaughter’s understanding as to the last 
payment that he made you with reference as to whether it was set¬ 
tlement in full ? 

Counsel for Defendant- renews objection. 

A. Oh no, he said when we come to a final settlement I will also 
pay $1400. 

Q. Pay in addition $1400? 

Objection repeated. 

A. He never mentioned the Cresswell $600, the final settlement 
was to the Government to pay back to Mexico that One hundred 
and seventy one thousand, of which he was to have 10% and 12/5 
of ten per cent. 

Q. How do you know that this was Gen. Slaughter’s understand¬ 
ing? 

Objection repeated. 

A. These allowances that I made to him were considered as an 
incentive in every respect for him to be as liberal to me as I was to 
him, and besides’ that if Gen. Slaughter had lived he would not 
have wronged me, of which I am as sure as that I am sitting here— 
besides there is.evidence to show. 

54 Q. Do you know whether or not Gen. Slaughter considered 
when he paid you that last payment, that he was paying you 

in full. 

Objection repeated. 
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A. No sir, never, never. 

Q. Never what. A. Never intended—never paid me in full, 

Q. How do you know? A. Because we spoke of it at the time 
and he said there would be no difficulty in getting the Government 
of the United States to pay this back and as he said I engaged attor¬ 
neys for the La Abra claim, but he never mentioned the Weil claim, 
because that was settled by the Supreme Court differently from 
Abra. It was thrown out of court. 

Q. Do I understand that Gen. Slaughter did consider that the 
final settlement? 


Objection repeated. 

A. Of course he didn’t. 

( 4 . Gen. Slaughter is dead now ? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Where did he die? A. In the City of Mexico iu the Ameri¬ 
can Hospital. 

Q. Do you know what his object was in going to the City of 
Mexico? A. He went to get additional compensation for the 
amount of labor and work he had done. I worked on that thing 
twenty years, it did not pay me a dollar a year. 

Q. How do you know he went out there to get additional 

55 compensation? A. Because he spoke about it and [agreed 
to share also 2/5 of what expenses he would incur. 

Q. What were you to get out of it in case he got additional com¬ 
pensation ? 

Couusel for Defendants renews objection and further says: “I 
desire to ask couusel whether any agreement between Gen. Slaughter 
and the witness was in writing, for if so I make the further objection 
that the paper must be produced.” 

Q. You need not answer that question. I will ask you this. Why 
did Gen. Slaughter expect to get additional compensation ? A. He 
agreed with the Minister at Washington—he has since died, Gen. 
Slaughter spoke about the amount and he agreed on the money that 
must be spent in the La Abra case and mentioned the Weil case 
also, and between the Minister and Mr. Slaughter and young Mr. 
Lines, who lives in Milwaukee they had agreed that it was best to 
make petition at once to the Mexican Government for ten per cent, 
additional compensation and Slaughter requested me at different 
times to make out a general statement of the time I had worked on 
the Weil claim. 

Q. Gen. Slaughter had a contract with the Mexican Government 
fora certain amount? A. Yes sir. 

Q. I want to know if you know why he expected to get any more? 
A. Owing to the understanding betweeu the Mexican representative 
at Washington that he thought he could get act of Congress to allow 
him 10 % that was the reason he went down there. He 

56 thought it was a small amount for a government like Mexico 
who have recovered a large amount from the United States— 

that be would be entitled to additional compensation. 

By Mr. Davis: I repeat and renew each and every objection to 
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the testimony of the witness hereinbefore appearing and I give 
notice that I will duly move to suppress so much and such parts of 
his deposition as these objections are applicable to. And without 
waiving any objection or notice hereinbefore appearing I proceed to 
cross examine the witness as follows: 

Q. You say Mr. Loeb that you worked on this Weil claim for 
twenty years? A. Off and on, yes. 

Q. What was your first step? A. After the General came to me 
I had to go to Texas and hunt up and get my papers together, 1 
lived in Texas and 1 had in different places papers and valuables, 
didn’t want to have them all together and I had to go and get them. 

Q. That does not answer my question. I asked what was the 
first thing you did. A. Got my papers together. 

Q. Did you have anything to do with conducting the claim be¬ 
fore Gen. Slaughter was employed? A. I had to do with the claim 
thus far. I wrote to the President of Mexico that I had documents, 
books and papers in my possession that would prove the whole 
thing was a fraud. 

Q. Do you remember when that was? A. The answers came 
from Mexico, my attorneys have the letters and the answers. 

57 Q. You were a partner of Benjamin Weil? A. I was. 

Q. Do you remember when the moneys that were paid out 
by the United States Government were distributed? A. To the 
other side, to the other claimants ? 

Q. No, I mean to the Weil and La Abra claimants. A. Well, to 
the Weil and La Abra~I have got it in a book here but I cannot 
find it now sir. 

Q. But you do remember, do you not that the installments due 
on the Weil claim were held up for some time; you remember that 
do you not? A. I don’t know, I cannot say. 

Q. Why Mr. Loeb, don’t you know that a portion of the money 
awarded on account of the Weil claim was paid out by the Secre¬ 
tary of State of the United States to Weil and his assignees. A. I 
do know it was assigned to Fouke & Key and Lambert B. Caiu, 1 
know that. 

Q. You knew did you not that Can and Key were in Washing¬ 
ton to get the money that was paid out ? A. Yes, I knew when 
that was stopped. 

Q. You filed a bill there to prevent their getting it, or to get a 
portion of it yourself. A. We did, several of us who claimed to be 
partners at the time. 

Q. You and Levy and Bloch and others filed proceeding in 
Washington to prevent this money being all paid over to 

58 Weil’s assignees, claiming that you were interested in it as 
partners? A. Correct, for if the money was to be paid Weil 

we were entitled to our proportionate shares. 

Q. In point of fact you never did get any of the money as an 
award ? A. No. 

Q. The proceeding I have reference to was instituted in Washing¬ 
ton ? A. Correct. 
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I further certify that then and there at the times and places 
named, the testimony of each of the said witnesses was reduced to 
typewriting (as per agreement, of counsel) and the testimony of each 
of the said witnesses was by me read over and read over by the ap¬ 
pearing counsel, aud that I have annexed to the said testimony the 
commission to me issued, and notice of the taking of such testi¬ 
mony. 

And I further certify that my fees including the Stenographer’s 
charges for taking said testimony are $34. 35 /100 which have been 
paid by the Intervenor S. E. Loeb and that I am not of counsel for 
either party to this cause or interested in the event of the suit; and 
that I am now about to close the same with said commission under 
my seal, and being unable to personally return the same to the Su¬ 
preme Court of the District of Columbia, I shall now place the said 
deposition in a sealed envelope directed to the clerk of the Supreme 
Court of the District of Columbia, and deposit the same with postage 
prepaid in the United States mail. 

59 Witness my hand and seal this first day of June A. D. 
1904. 


[seal.] 


W. MORGAN GURLEY, 

Commissioner. 


60 Stipulation in Regard to the Intervenor Samuel E. Loeb. 


Filed October 18,1904. 

Julian Castillo Slaughter kt al., Complainants,) 

vs. > No. 23234. 

Daniel A. Slaughter kt al., Defendants. j 

It is stipulated by and among the parties hereto as follows: 

The net amount of the award to Benjamin Weil, in the pleadings 
and proceedings mentioned, is §459,723.41. Of this amount at the 
time of the making of the contract between James E. Slaughter aud 
Samuel E. Loeb, namely, Nov. 2, 1894, the United States had paid 
to Weil, or his assignees and representatives, §171,889.64, and still 
had in its possession the remainder, namely, §287,833.77. Subse¬ 
quently the United States refunded to Mexico the balance aforesaid, 
namely, §287,833.77, aud at the time of the making of the second 
contract betweeu the said Slaughter and the said Loeb, namely, 
Dec. 18,1900, there was pending before the Congress of the United 
Slates a bill to repay to Mexico the said sum of §171,889.64, which, 
as aforesaid, had been paid out by the United States to Weil and his 
representatives. This bill was never enacted, but, by the Urgency 
Deficiency Bill, so-called, which became a law on the 14th da 3 r of 
February, 1902, (32 Stats. L 5) the said sum, namely, §171.889.64, 
was provided to be repaid, and afterwards was repaid, to 
Mexico. 

61 2. It is further stipulated that the record in the Court of 

Claims in the case of United States v. Alice Weil may be used 
and referred to in this case. 

3. It is further stipulated aud agreed that the paper writings 




SAMUEL E. LOSE. 


sr 


hereto annexed, marked respectively S. E. L. No. 1, 8. E. L. No. 2, 
S. E. L. No. 3 and S. E. L. No. 4, bear the signature of Gen’l. James 
E. Slaughter and may be read in evidence if otherwise admissible 
or not objected to. 

4. It is further stipulated and agreed that the amended bill of 
complaint in the case of Levy and others against Key and others, 
No. 7,594 in Equity in the Supreme Court of the District of Colum¬ 
bia, shall be considered in evidence, subject to all proper objections 
as to relevancy. 

HENRY E. DAVIS, 

For All Partiea Represented by Me. 
WM. A. MAURY, 

Counsel for Loeb, Intervenor. 

LAMBERT & BAKER, 

For Certain Defts. 

A. S. WORTHINGTON, 

Of Counsel for Julian Costillo Slaughter 
and Charles L. Frailey. 

62 S. E. L. No. 1. 

415 Decatur Street, 

State of Louisiana, 

New Orleans, January ££ / 96. 

To Whom it May Concern : 

I hereby grant full permission and by these presents authorize and 
empower, and I will endorse or accept without any reservation, for 
the sum of Three Thousand ($3000.00) Dollars in favor of Samuel 
E. Lo6b or order, on the following conditions and terras, in the case 
of Number 447 Benjamin Weil vs. the United States of Mexico and 
now known as the United States of America vs. Mrs. Caroline Weil 
executrice of Benjamin Weil deceased & the succession of Lambert 
B. Caiu, and others, to refund Amount received under and by a 
fraudulent claim against the Republic of Mexico, and now pending 
in the United States Court of Claims with the view of refunding the 
Amount of Gold coin, amounting to or thereabouts, $314,810.68 
Three Hundred & fourteen thousand Eight hundred and Ten dol¬ 
lars and 68 Cents now in the Treasury of the United States of 
America, and subject to the decision of the said Court of Claims, and 
from ray interest in said claim, I transferred two fifths of my inter¬ 
est in said claim unto Mr. Samuel E. Loeb his heirs and assigns for 
Books & papers, which where in his possession, and are now in the 
hands of the Governments of the United States & Mexico and fur¬ 
nished to me by the said Samuel E. Loeb. I therefore by these pres¬ 
ents do endeavor to facilitate the said Samuel E. Loeb to borrow 
some money on this my proportionate claim not exceeding Three 
Thousand Dolls, for the present time, and I will endorse or 

63 accept his note, and pay the same if not paid by him, heirs or 
assigns, on the day I, or mj T heirs, and assigns may come into 

possession of Amount due me in said claim this document is to be at¬ 
tached, to the note, executed and endorsed, or accepted bj r me, 
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Whereof I have signed the present, in presence of two competent 
witnesses on this 30th day above written in this year One Thousand 
Eight Hundred and Ninety Six for such sum or sums not exceeding 
Amount above Mentioned. 

JAS. E. SLAUGHTER. 

Witness’ Signature: 

“ D. GRIFFIN. 


E. A. BURRISS, Jr. 


64 S. E. L. No. 2. 

L. D. Winston, Winston, Va. 

Culpeper County, June 5th. 

My Dear Loeb: I never write when bothered by my cares. 

I have been and still am, having much trouble in set-ling with 
Green—who contracted to furnish evidence in La Abra—Did Abso¬ 
lutely nothing—Failed to get any evidence whatever—I have all 
the evidence—under oath too—I am of course willing to do right— 
And don’t claim “ I am sole judge of what is right.’’ Am expecting 
to Arbitrate. This, I will or think I will force, for if he sued me 
and get judgements how would he get the money? 

As soon as this matter is settled I’ll be at your service—-lam cer¬ 
tain that neither you Lines or myself will get $1. a day for our work 
Unless Mex. Govt, comes to our assistance. 

Your friend, coino siempore 

JAS. E. SLAUGHTER. 

Sorry for Waltz—Regards, &c. 

65 S. E. Loeb No. 3. 

Answered on the 7th October 1900. 

Donaldsonville La., Oct. 3rd, 1900. 

My Dear Loeb: Today is the Day of Atonement. Now, as regard 
to you—I have no sin to answer for—You can say to Gard—not to 
me—“Thou Art the Man”—I may sin—fori really wish T had been 
with Gardner & Yourself—It must have been a sort of ‘‘Pop goes 
the Weasel” dinner. Can’t it be duplicated when I go down? 
Can’t say when that will be. 

I see by Papers Foster will not go to China—I have written him 
“ Hurry up Maury.” I also wrote Maury “All things come to him 
who waits.” We have waited. You nre u man of ideas. You have 
all the data—make out an account against Mexico Basis Equity 
and Justice—On that Basis I must ask simple Justice. You are a 
man of good judgment. Think it over. Tell me about Waltz. 
Did he inherit Money ? I hope so. 

I know McKinley will be elected. That Democrats will get the 
Certificates in La. That Negroes will be murdered throughout the 
South. Not pleasant thoughts for the Day of Atonement. 1900. 
Alas: Christianizing of the World. Peace & Good will towurds 
men.” A Prophecy of Hell and Damnation would, thus far be 
more correct. However, I shall not be a reformer. ’Tis a thank¬ 
less olass. 
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I shall not be here very long. Feel sure. I’ll take no interest in 
Mondine Affairs after I leave. Eat, drink and be Merry—is the 
sensible thing to do. 

Dine with Gardner—My Loeb, ’tis better to laugh than be cry¬ 
ing. 

Vive le bagetelle. 

As ever your friend J. E. S. 

66 S. E. L. No. 4. 

John J. Keegan. Walter J. Keegan. 

John J. Keegan & Son, Dredging Contractors. 

Heavy Freight From Ships and Barges Unloaded by Improved 

Steam Derricks a Specialty. 

P. 0. Box 706, Station C. 

Washington City, D. C., Oct. 31,1900. 

S. E. Loeb, 303 Decatur street, N. O. 

Please let Mr. Larose take a copy of our Contract—Weil claim— 
I want it—I hope to receive the money any day—I know the decree 
of Court has been transmitted to Sec’y of State Mexican Ambas¬ 
sador is here. I can’t see why there should be delay. 

Your friend Como siempore, 

JAS. E. SLAUGHTER. ' 


As Geo. Lines will not come here I must go to Milwaukee And 
get up Petition to Mexican Gov’t. As soon as Congress meets will 
introduce Bill to refund Amount paid out on Weil claim. 

J. E. S. 

67 Decree. 


Filed June 30,1905. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

v * 

Julian Castillo Slaughter and Others | 

vs. > In Equity. No. 23234. 

Daniel A. Slaughter and Others. j 

This cause came on to be heard at this term upon the original 
bill and the petition of intervention filed by Samuel E. Loeb with 
the exhibits therein referred to, and the cross-bill filed by John Paul 
Jones and George Lines, together with the answer to said petition 
and cross-bill and the replication thereto, and the depositions and 
documentary evidence, and was argued by counsel, and the court 
after due consideration had, being of opinion that the intervenor, 
Samuel E. Loeb, is entitled under the contract between him and 
James E. Slaughter, deceased, dated the second day of November, 
eighteen hundred and ninety-four, to two-fifths of the sum of Seven¬ 
teen Thousand and One Hundred and Eighty-eight Dollars and 
Ninety-six cents ($17,188.96) heretofore paid into the hands of 
5—1640 a 
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Charles L. Frailey, the Receiver in this cause, by the Government 
of Mexico through Senor $011 Manuel de Aspiroz, the Ambassador 
of said Government near the City of Washington, in behalf of the 
estate of James E. Slaughter, deceased, under and in fulfillment of 
the contract between said Slaughter and Senor Don Ignacio Mariscal 
acting for and by authority of the said Government of Mexico, dated 
the ninth day of March, eighteen hundred and seventy-seven (1877), 
the said sum of $17,188.96 being ten per centum of the 

68 amount of $171,889.64 appropriated by Congress on February 
14th, 1902 (32 Stat. 5) to complete the reimbursement to the 

Government of Mexico of the amount paid by it under the fraud¬ 
ulent award in favor of Benjamin Weil against said Government, 
and the court being of opinion further that the said John Paul 
Jones and George Lines complainants in said cross-hill have not 
established the alleged contract set up in said cross bill between the 
complainants therein and the said James E. Slaughter, deceased, nor 
a state of facts upon which an allowance can be made without con¬ 
travening public policy, doth, therefore, this Thirtieth day of June, 
Nineteen Hundred and Five, order, adjudge and decree : 

First. That Charles L. Frailey, the Receiver, do pay out of the 
fund in his hands in this cause to Samuel E. Loeb, or his Solicitor 
of record in this cause, the sum of six thousand eight hundred and 
seventy-five dollars and fifty-eight cents ($6,875.58), with costs, and 
as to so much in excess of said sum as is claimed by the said Loeb 
in his petition, the same is hereby disallowed as not within the con¬ 
tract of November 2nd, 1894, and consequently no lien on the fund, 
and it is accordingly ordered and decreed that the said petition of 
intervention be dismissed as to said excess but without prejudice to 
any other proceeding to recover the same. 

Second. That said Receiver out of the said funds shall pay the 
costs of this suit and retain a commission on the amount re¬ 
ceived by him of three per cent, less the amount of commissions 
already retained by him under a former order of this court. 

69 Third. That the remainder of the fund in his hands as said 
receiver he shall divide into two equal parts, and shall pay 

one part in equal shares to Julian Castillo Slaughter, Olga Evans 
Rogers, W. J. Lambert guardian of Roy L. Evans Slaughter, and 
D. W. Baker guardian of Edward Evans Slaughter, or their re¬ 
spective solicitors of record, and the other half in equal shares to 
Daniel A. Slaughter, Edwin L. Slaughter, Eliza F. Slaughter, Carrie 
W. Slaughter, John W. Slaughter, Mary Slaughter, Mamie S. Ham¬ 
ilton, or their respective solicitors of record. 

Fourth. That the cross bill of said John Paul Jones and George 
Lines be, and the same hereby is dismissed with costs. 

From so much of the foregoing decree as directs the payment of 
the sum of $6875.58 to Samuel E. Loeb, or his solicitors of record, 
Julian Castillo Slaughter, Olga Evans Rogers, W. J. Lambert guard¬ 
ian of Roy L. Evans Slaughter, and D. W. Baker, guardian of 
Edward Evans Slaughter, and Daniel A. Slaughter, Edwin L.- 
Slaughter, Eliza F. Slaughter, Carrie W. Slaughter, John W. 
Slaughter, Mary Slaughter, und Mamie'S. Hamilton pray an appeal 




SAMUEL E. LOEB. 


35 


to the Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia, which is al¬ 
lowed and the penalty of their appeal bond is fixed at the sum of 
one hundred dollars, if for costs only and one thousand dollars if 
for a supersedeas. 

From this decree sai 1 John Paul Jones and George Lines pray an 
appeal to the Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia which 
is allowed and the penalty of their appeal bond is fixed at the sum 
of one hundred dollars, if for costs only and one thousand dollars 
if for a supersedeas. 

WENDELL P. STAFFORD, Justice. 

7 0 Memorandum. 

1905, July 22.—Appeal bond filed. 

Order Extending Time to File Transcript of Record. 

Filed September 11,1905. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Julian Castillo Slaughter et al. ) 

vs. > Equity. No. 23234, Doc. 52. 

Daniel A. Slaughter et al. j 
* 

Upon motion of defendants to the intervening petition of Samuel 
E. Loeb filed herein, the said defendants Olga Slaughter Rogers and 
others who perfected their appeal boud herein upon the 22d day of 
July, 1905, making said motion by their solicitors, Lambert & Baker, 
it is, this 11th day of September, A. D. 1905, ordered that the time 
for filing the transcript of record in the Court of Appeals of the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia upon the appeal of the said parties in said cause 
be, and the same hereby is, extended to and including Friday, the 
20th day of October, A. D. 1905. 

By the Court: 

ASHLEY M. GOULD, Justice. 

71 Designation for Addition to Record on Appeal. 

Filed October 16,1905. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Holding an 

Equity Court. 

Julian Castillo Slaughter et al. j 

v. > Equity. No. 23234, 

Daniel A. Slaughter et al. 1 

To the Clerk of said Court: 

The complainants and defendants in the above entitled cause, 
noting an appeal from the award to Samuel E. Loeb from a decree 
entered herein on June 30th, 1906, by their solicitors hereby desig¬ 
nate the following portions of the record therein to constitute the 
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transcript of record, together with that which has been made up for 
the cross-complainants, John Paul Jones and George Lines, for the 
hearing of their appeal in this cause: 

1. Petition of Samuel E. Loeb, Intervenor. 

2. Answers of all of the defendants thereto. 

3. The depositions taken at New Orleans, filed herein July 13, 
1904. 

4. The stipulation iu regard to the intervenor, Samuel E. Loeb, 
filed October 18,1904. 

LAMBERT & BAKER, 

Of Counsel. 

Copy sent Judge Maury on Oct. 15th by Mail to 1767, Mass. Ave. 

N. W. 

W. J. c. 

72 Order Further Extending Tim.* to File Ti'anscript of Record. 

Filed October 20,1905. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 


Julian Castillo Slaughter et al. 1 


Daniel Slaughter et al. 


j-No. 


23234. Equity. 


Upon motion of defendants to the intervening petition of Samuel 
E. Loeb tiled herein, the said defendants Olga Slaughter Rogers 
and others who perfected their appeal bond herein on the 22d day 
of July, 1905, making said motion by their solicitors, Lambert & 
Baker, it is this 20th day of October, A. D., 1905, ordered that the 
time for filing the transcript of record iu the Court of Appeals of 
the District of Columbia, upon the appeal of the said parties in said 
cause be, and the same hereby is, extended to and including Wednes¬ 
day, the 15th day of November, A. D. 1905. 

THOS. H. ANDERSON, Justice. 

73 Order Further Extending Time to File Transcript of Record. 

Filed November 15,1905. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 


Julian Castillo Slaughter 


Olga E. Slaughter et al 


‘r 


23234, Equity Doc. 52. 


Upon motion of counsel, It is this 15th day of November, A. D., 
1905, Ordered that the time for perfecting the record and filing the 
transcript thereof in the appeal takeu from the award made herein 
to the Intervenor Samuel E. Loeb be and the same hereby is ex¬ 
tended until and including the first day of December A. D. 1905. 

WENDELL P. STAFFORD, Justice. 
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Additional Designation of Judge Maury. 
Filed November 29,1905. 


In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Julian Castillo Slaughter et al., Com-') 

P“> l No. 23234. Equity 

Daniel A. Slaughter et al., Defendants. J 
To the clerk of the court: 

In addition to what has already been designated to form the 
record on appeal in the above-entitled cause which designations 
have been made by Henry E. Davis, on behalf of John Paul Jones 
and George Lines and by Lambert & Baker on behalf of the parties 
appealing, from so much of the decree as awarded an allowance to 
Samuel E. Loeb intervenor, I, as attorney for Samuel E. Loeb, in- 
tervenor, hereby designate the following to be added to the records 
which have been made up as aforesaid. 

• 1. Answer of D. W. Baker, Guardian; filed April 25, 1904. 

2. Stipulation ; filed October 15,1902. 

3. Stipulation and Exhibits attached as well as Exhibits A, B, C, 
D and E; filed October 18,1904. 

4. Depositions of John W. Foster and Win. Youngblood, taken at 
the Spanish Treaty Claims Commission; filed October 18,1904; aud 
Deposition of John Paul Jones, taken at same place; filed Mav 11, 
1905. 

WM. A. MAURY, 
Attorney for Samuel E. Loeb. 
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Stipulation as to Payment by Receiver, &c. 
Filed October 15,1902. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 


Julian Castillo Slaughter et al. 

vs. 

Daniel A. Slaughter et al. 


| No. 


23234. Equity. 


It is hereby stipulated and agreed by aud between all the parties 
to the above entitled cause, save and except the complainant, Frailey, 
collector, that the certain agreement between James E. Slaughter, 
deceased, and the Republic of Mexico iu the third paragraph of the 
bill of complaint mentioned, was in respect of services rendered and 
to be rendered by the said Slaughter to the said Republic of Mexico, 
and in relation to certain claims formerly agaiust the said Republic 
of Mexico, known respectively as the “ La Abra” and the “ Weil ” 
Claims, and that the fund now in the hands of the aforesaid Frailey, 
as receiver by appointment in this cause, the sum of $24,068.30 was 
paid to and received by him on account of the services of the said 
Slaughter in respect of the said “ La Abra ” claim, and that as to the 
said “La Abra ” claim there were duly made and executed by and 
between the said Slaughter and'the defendants, Jones and Lines, and 
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by and between the said Slaughter and Alfred A. Green certain 
agreements as in the fourth paragraph of the said bill alleged ; that 
all of the services in respect of the said “La Abra claim ” 

76 undertaken to be performed under the said agreement of the 
said Jones and Lines were by them performed, and that cer¬ 
tain of the services undertaken by the said Green to be performed 
were performed, the extent of which performance on the part of the 
said Green is, however, a matter of dispute; and that in respect of 
the services performed by the said Jones and Lines and the said 
Green, respectively, under the agreements aforesaid, the said Jones 
and Lines and the defendant Alfred T. Green, assignee of the said 
Alfred A. Green, are entitled to, and have, a lien upon and against 
the portion of the said fund uow in the hands of the said Frailey, 
receiver, paid as aforesaid to him ou account of the said services of 
said Slaughter in respect of said “ La Abra claim.” 

It is further stipulated and agreed, as aforesaid, that the amount 
payable to the said Jones and Lines in the premises out of the said 
portion of the said fund, aforesaid, is the sum of $10539, and that 
by way of compromise and adjustment of the claim of the defend¬ 
ant, Alfred T. Green, assignee of the said Alfred A. Green, there 
shall be paid to the said defendant, Alfred T. Green, as such as¬ 
signee, the sum of $8,000, the said respective sums of $10539 and 
$8,000 to be paid and received by the defendants, Jones and Lines, 
jointly, and Green, respectively, in full acquittance and satisfaction 
of their claims in respect of their interests in, and claim upon, said 
fee of the said Slaughter in respect of said “ La Abra claim Pro¬ 
vided, however, that nothing in this stipulation contained shall be 
taken or construed to affect the claim of the said Jones and Lines 
for a further payment on account of the said “ La Abra claim ” for 
any expenses or disbursements claimed to have been made by 

77 them, the said Jones and Lines, or either of them, on ac¬ 
count of the said claim, under and in accordance with the 

terms and provisious of their agreement with the said Slaughter in 
relation thereto. 

In testimony whereof, witness the signatures hereto of the par¬ 
ties first aforesaid, or their respective solicitors of record as follows : 

JULIAN CASTILLO SLAUGHTER, 

OLGA EVANS SLAUGHTER ROGERS, 
ROY L. SLAUGHTER, 

EDWARD EVANS SLAUGHTER, 

By A. S. WORTHINGTON, Their Solicitor. 

WILLIAM YOUNGBLOOD, 

By HENRY E. DAVIS, His Solicitor. 

DANIEL A. SLAUGHTER, 

By HENRY E. DAVIS, His Solicitor. 

EDWIN L. SLAUGHTER, 

By HENRY E.. DAVIS, His Solicitor. 

ELIZA F. SLAUGHTER, 

By HENRY E. DAVIS, Her Solicitor. 

CARRIE W. SLAUGHTER, 

By HENRY E. DAVIS, Her Solicitor. 


SAMm it. tom. 
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MARY W. SLAUGHTER, 

By HENRY E. DAVIS, Her Solicitor. 

MAMIE 0. HAMILTON, 

By HENRY E DAVIS, Her Solicitor. 

JOHN M. SLAUGHTER, 

By HENRY E. DAVIS, His Solicitor. 
JOHN PAUL JONES. 

GEORGE LINES, 

By JOHN PAUL JONES, His Solicitor. 

ALBERT T. GREEN, 

By R. E. DOAN, His Solicitor. 


78 Answer of D. W. Baker , Guardian ad Litem, &c. 

Filed April 25,1904. 

Id the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Julian Castillo Slaughter et al. ) 

vs. > Equity. No. 23234. 

Daniel A. Slaughter et al. ) 

D. W. Baker, guardian ad litem of the infant defendants, Roy L. 
Evans Slaughter, and Edward Evans Slaughter, in answer to the 
petition of S. E. Loeb, says: that the said Roy L. Evans Slaughter 
and Edward Evans Slaughter are infants under the age of twenty- 
one years, and that he, as guardian ad litem, hereby submits their 
rights to the court. 

D. W. BAKER. 


District of Columbia, ss ; 

D. W. Baker, being first duly sworn, on oath deposes and says 
that he has read over the foregoing answer by him subscribed and 
knows the contents thereof; that the matters and facts therein stated 
upon his personal knowledge are true, and those stated upon infor¬ 
mation and belief he believes to be true. 

D. W. BAKER. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 25th day of April, A. D. 
1904. 


J. R. YOUNG, Cl’k, 

By R. J. MEIGS, Jr., Ass’f Cl’k. 

79 Depositions of John W. Foster and William Youngblood. 

Filed October 18,1904. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Julian Castillo Slaughter et al. ) 

vs. > In Equity. No. 23234. 

Daniel A. Slaughter et al. ) 

Please take notice that on Saturday, May 21st, 1904, at 11 o'clock, 
a. m., at the office of William A. Maury, Esq. No. 1411 H street, 
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N. W., Washington, D. 0., I shall proceed to take depositions in the 
above entitled cause on behalf of the iutervenor, Samuel E. Loeb. * 
You are invited to be present and cross-examine if you shall see 
fit. 


PERCY H. BUDLONG, 

Examiner in Chancery. 


To A. S. Worthington, Esq., solicitor for complainants, and Henry 
E. Davis, Esq., John Paul Jones, and Messrs. Lambert & Baker, solic¬ 
itors for defendants. 

Lambert <fc Baker. 

Service of a copy of above notice acknowledged this 13th day of 
May, 1904. 

A. S. WORTHINGTON, 

Of Counsel for Julian Castillo Slaughter . 
HENRY E. DAVIS, Of Counsel. 

Served a copy of the above by leaving same at office of John Paul 
Jones, Esq., on the same date, May 13th. 

PERCY H. BUDLONG, 

Examiner in Chancet'y. 

80 In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Jur.iAN Castillo Slaughter jst al. ) 

vs. > Equity. No. 23234. 

Daniel A. Slaughter ict al. I 


Washington, D. C., May 21st, 1904. 

Saturday, at 11 o’clock a. ra. 

Mel, pursuant to notice, at the Spanish Treaty Claims Commission, 
number 1411 H street, northwest, Washington, D. C., to take testi¬ 
mony on behalf of the iutervenor in the above entitled cause. 

Present, on behalf of the intervenor, William A. Maury, Esq. 

And on behalf of the defendants, Henry E. Davis, and Wilton J. 
Lambert, Esqrs. 

Mr. Davis: I want to have it noted at the opening that I am re¬ 
quested by Mr. Worthington to say that he is today engaged in the 
Criminal Court, No. 1, in the trial of the United States against 
Tyner and others, and is, therefore, unable to be present. I am also 
requested by Mr. Darliugton to state that he is engaged before the 
Auditor of tiie Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, in the 
case of the Standard Butterine Company, and will be so engaged 
throughout the day, and, for that reason, he is unable to be present, 
and each of these gentlemen asks me to say that he reserves the 
right, after seeing the report of today’s proceedings, further to cross 
examine such witnesses as may be produced if, in his opinion, neces¬ 
sary or proper. 

81 Whereupon John W. Foster, produced as a witness ou the 
part of the intervenor, having been first duly sworu, was 
examined and testified as follows: 
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Direct examination. 

By Mr. Maury : 

Q. State your name and place of residence? A. John W. Foster; 
residence 1323 18th street, Washington, D. 0. 

Q. Were you or not Secretary of State of the United States during 
the administration of President Harrison? A. I was, for a portion 
of his administration. 

Q, Are you acquainted with Samuel E. Loeb, and were you ap- 
quainted with the late General James E. Slaughter? A. I am .not 
sure whether I ever met Mr. Loeb. I am not sure that I ever met 
him. I have frequently spoken of him with attorneys and parties 
connected with the what is known as the Mexican fraudulent claims. 

Q. Well, the “Mexican fraudulent claims,” perhaps you had 
better generally designate them. A. Known as the Weil and La 
Abra Silver Mining Company. I knew General Slaughter for 
about twenty years before his death. 

Q, Did you know him well, General ? A. Well, in connection 
with this case I knew him quite well, as he frequently called on me 
during those years to talk about these cases. 1 had very little ac¬ 
quaintance with him in other matters, except my general knowledge 
of his history—history of his life. 

82 Q. What connection did General Slaughter and Mr. Loeb 
have with the Weil and La Abra cases? A. General 

Slaughter was engaged by the Mexican Government to represent it 
in the collection of evidence and to assist in proving the fraudulent 
character of the claims. I understood from General Slaughter and 
his attorney, Robert B. Lines, that Mr. Loeb was assisting General 
Slaughter in the matter of the Weil claim. 

Q. Now, General, will you state what connection you had with 
the case of Mexico against these claims? A. From about the time 
I made the acquaintance—first made the acquaintance of General 
Slaughter, up to the present, I have been general counsel for the 
Mexican legation in this city—Mexican Legation aud Embassy in 
this city, and in that relation, it became my duty to co-operate with 
the attorneys prosecuting the fraudulent character of these claims* 

Q. Will you state the general status of these cases, beginning 
with the treaty of the 4th of July, 1868, and just state in a general 
way, so that we may understand exactly what it was—whether you 
appeared before the Commission that was organized under the treaty, 
or how it was. That would make it clearer to the Court, perhaps^- 
the treaty between Mexico and the United States. A. The United 
States and Mexico entered into a convention in 1868 for the adjust* 
rnent by a mixed arbitration commission of the claims of the citi¬ 
zens of each country against the other. The claims La Abra and 
Weil were presented before the Commission organized under .that 
treaty, and awards were rendered in favor of both claimants, judg¬ 
ment being rendered in each case, I think, about the year 

83 1875. Possibly the final decision of the arbiter may have 
been rendered in 1876. 

Q. The umpire, you tneau? A. Yes, the umpire, in 1876. .Soon 
6—1640a 
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after the publication of the awards it came to the knowledge of 
Mexico that the claims seemed to be fraudulent—wholly fraudu¬ 
lent. I had no connection with the mixed Commission. Mexico 
afterwards contested these awards through a series of years, with the 
final result that the two awards were declared to be fraudulent, and 
the money remaining in the Treasury ot' the United States was re¬ 
turned to Mexico, and Congress afterwards appropriated a sum 
sufficient to cover the amount which had been paid to the claim¬ 
ants under the awards. 

Q. You did not say anything about the long contest before the 
Executive, and before Congress, and the final reference of the matter 
to the Court of Claims by act of Congress. A. The claim of Mexico 
that these awards had been obtained by fraud was presented to the 
State Department in the year 1877, or 1878. By the State Depart¬ 
ment, the whole subject was referred to Congress for legislative 
authority in the matter. It was contested before Congress by the 
claimants for a series of years. In 1878 Congress passed an act 
authorizing the Secretary of State to suspend the distribution of the 
money being paid into the State Department under the awards— 
being paid in bv Mexico in instalments upon the awards, and to insti¬ 
tute an investigation to ascertain the truth of the charges preferred 
by Mexico in regard to these two claims. The Secretary of Stute, 
having made an investigation, reported that the testimony submitted 
by Mexico did bring into grave doubt the integrity of the claims, 

but he, having no authority to pursue a judicial investiga- 
84 tion, recommitted the subject to Congress for further action. 

The Secretary of State, in the meantime, payed out several 
instalments, I think five, to the claimants and their assigns of the 
money paid in by Mexico. 

By Mr. Lambhrt : 

Q. In what way, and when, did the Secretary of State pay those 
instalments—what I mean is, did he pay them after the Act of 1878 
or prior thereto? A. Oh yes, they were paid. The instalments 
were paid after the Act of 1878, I should say, the last payment 
being probably in 1881. 

By Mr. Maury: 

Q. And then caine the act of 1892, which gave the Court of Claims 
jurisdiction to inquire into these charges of fraud in both cases. 
A. Previous to the Act of 1892, a treaty had been made between 
Mexico and the United States providing for a re-henring of these 
claims by an inlernalional tribunal. This, after pending before the 
Senate for some years, finally failed of approval, and that was fol¬ 
lowed by a full investigation by a Senate Committee, which made a 
report sustaining the allegations of Mexico as to the fraudulent 
character of the claims. Whereupon, in 1892, the act was passed 
which referred these two claims to the United States Court of Claims 
for investigation and adjudication. 

Q. Two acts were passed, one in each case? A. Two acts were 
passed, one relating to each case. 
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Q. Well, now, General, as a matter which is not in controversy in 
this at all, I suppose, but, still to complete the matter in its 

85 order, do you know, as counsel of the Mexican Government, 
that the ten per cent, to which General Slaughter was enti¬ 
tled under his contract with Mexico, was paid to him by Mexico 
out of the money refunded by Congress in the Weil case? A, The 
payments made to Mexico in returning the moneys paid in by Weil 
on these claims was in two amounts. The first represented the 
money in the Treasury of the United States at the time the Court 
of Claims adjudicated the claims to be fraudulent. Of this amount 
ten per cent, was paid to General Slaughter. The second payment 
represented the amount which had been distributed to the claim¬ 
ants, and that was paid to Mexico under an act of Congress. Ten 
per cent, of this amount which was understood by Mexico to be due 
to General Slaughter, or his heirs and assigns, was paid, as I under¬ 
stand by the Mexican Ambassador, I understand from the Mexican 
Ambassador, paid into the Supreme Court, of the District of Colum¬ 
bia, under an agreement between the parties claiming Slaughter’s 
portion of the money, Slaughter being then dead. 

Q. Do you know, General, whether there was a contract between 
Slaughter and Loeb with regard to Loeb’s compensation for his 
part in the defense of Mexico against the Weil award ? 

Mr. Da vis : Now, I object to this question, for the reason that the 
cantract itself, which we all know to be in existence is not denied, 
but for its terms the contract itself is the best evidence. 

Mr. Maury: I will state there my desire is to prove simply the 
factum of the contract, if the witness knows it. 

Mr. Lambert : The best evidence is the contract itself. 

86 A. I understood from General Slaughter, and his attorney, 
Mr. Lines, that some arrangement existed between General 

Slaughter and Mr. Loeb, by which the latter was to receive a part 
of the money recovered—of Slaughter’s share of the money recov¬ 
ered bv Mexico, in the Weil case. I never saw anv contract be- 
tween Slaughter and Loeb. 

Q. Well, now, General, I will ask you this further question. Have 
you had any opportunity to know the character and value of the 
books and papers furnished, and other valuable services rendered 
to General Slaughter in connection with the defense of Mexico 
against the claim of Benjamin Weil? 

Mr. Lambert: By whom? You have not said who by. 

Mr. Maury: Oh, why, have you had any opportunity to know 
the character mid value of the books and papers furnished and 
other valuable services rendered to General Slaughter, in connec¬ 
tion with the defense of Mexico against the claim of Benjamin 
Weil ? Services rendered by Loeb, certainly—by Mr. Loeb to Gen¬ 
eral Slaughter. 

Mr. Davis: Objected to as irrelevant and immaterial, for the 
reason, among others, that the agreement between General Slaughter 
and Mr. Loeb is in writing, and furnishes iu itself the measure of 
whatever right Loeb may have, or have had, in the premises. 
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A. The Mexican Government was furnished by Mr. Loeb through 
General Slaughter, with quite a number of books and papers show¬ 
ing the transactions of the partnerships in which Benjamin Weil 
was associated. Mr. Loeb also furnished a large number of letters 
exchanged between Weil and his partners, which books, papers and- 
letters were of great value in establishing the fraudulent 
87- character of the Weil claim. Mr. Loeb also furnished bis 
deposition, giving a detailed history of Weil’s transactions, 
which Were also of material value. In addition, he obtained the 
depositions of two or more of the other partners—other of Weil’s 1 
partners. He assisted in obtaining a considerable amount of testi- 
udony of Witnesses in New Orleans, and elsewhere. So that, I re¬ 
garded his services as essential to establishing the fraudulent char¬ 
acter of the claims. 

Mr. Davis : The answer is objected to as incompetent, irrelevant 
and immaterial, and, in addition, that portion of the answer which 
expresses the opinion of the witness, and I give notice that the 
proper motion to strike out the testimony from the record will be 
duly made. 

Q. Do you happen to know what estimate General Slaughter put 
upon the services and testimony and contributions to the establish¬ 
ment of the fraud of Weil ? 

Mr. Davis: Same objection and same notice. 

A. So far as the Weil claim was concerned, I think he relied 
almost entirely upon Loeb for the evidence which he obtained, and 
which was used in the trial of the case. 

Mr. Davis: The answer is objected to for the same reasons, and, 
further, because expressing the witness’ opinion, and the same notice 
is given. 

Mr. Maury: The counsel for the intervenor at this point offer- to 
exhibit to the witness the public document published by direction 
of the Congress, containing all the correspondence relevant to the 
inquiry of fraud in the Weil case, and furnished by Mr. Loeb, the 
intervenor, and asks the consent of the counsel opposite to allow 
this document to be read on the hearing of ihe case, without en^ 
cumbering the deposition with it as an exhibit. 

88 Mr. Davis: Speaking for those I represent, I have no ob¬ 
jection to counsel for the intervenors reading from this docu¬ 
ment on the hearing such portions thereof as he may deem to be 
relevant and pertinent, without incorporating the same in the depo¬ 
sition of this witness. But I object to it, and to each and every part 
of it, as incompetent, irrelevant and immaterial. This objection to 
be considered as taken to the document as though it were formally 
spread upon the record. 

Mr. Lambert: Nothing contained in this stipulation to prevent 
Counsel from objecting to the consideration of the documont itself* 
or the contents there offered at the hearing. 
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Bv Mr. MAuRY : 

Q. I now hand you, General, a document purporting to contain 
copies of the correspondence furnished by Mr. Loeb in connection 
with his deposition in the case of the United States against Weil in* 
the Court of Claims. Please state whether you recognize that docu¬ 
ment, and what you know about it, and its contents. (Handing 
witness document.) A. (After examining same) The document 
contains papers relating to the Weil claim, as transmitted by Mr.' 
Romerd, the Mexican Minister, to the Secretary of State, and these 
papers were a part of the evidence submitted in the bearing of the' 
Weil case before the Court of Claims. I cannot say whether they 
were attached to Loeb’s deposition. I canuot state here now that 
they were attached to Loeb’s deposition, without further examina¬ 
tion, but they 1 were used in the case—in the hearing of the case. 

Q. Were these letters contained id the document letters 

89 furnished by Mr. Loeb? A. They were. 

By Mr. Davis : 

Q. General Foster, if you know this of your own knowledge, that 
is one thing, but if you only know it historically, that is another. 
Which way do you know it? A. I know it from my acquaintance 
with the records of the Mexican Legation. The letters of that Lega¬ 
tion show that these documents were transmitted by Loeb. 

Mr. Davis: I object to the answer as incompetent,and I move to* 
strike it out, for the reason that it is hearsay; also the effort to give- 
by oral testimony the contents of records. 

By Mr. Maury: 

Q. I understand from your previous answers that you have taken 
An active part in all this controversy with reference to the fraud u- 
lency of the Weil awa,rd before the State Department, before Con¬ 
gress, and before the Court of Claims. May I ask you to state how 
far, in your judgment, the books, papers and services rendered and 
furnished by Mr. Loeb—how far they contributed, in your opinion, 
as counsel in the case, to establish fraud in the Weil award ? 

Mr. Davis: Objected to as calling for the opinion of the witness, 
and, secondly, as asking the witness to substitute his judgment for 
that of the tribunal which decided the matter in controversy, and I 
give notice that the proper motion will be duly made to strike out 
any answer that the witness may give. 

A. I regarded them as being essential to the establishment of the 
fraudulent character of the claim. 

90 Mr. Davis: Same objection, and same notice as to the an¬ 
swer. 

By Mr. Maury : 

. Q. Are you familiar with the handwriting of General Slaughter, 
and what opportunities have you had to be familiar with it? A. 
General Slaughter was a ready writer, and I received many letters 




46 


JULIAN CASTILLO SLAUGHTER ET AL. VS. 


from him during the tweuty years of our acquaintance. I do not 
claim to be an expert in identification of penmanship,but I think I 
am pretty familiar with the General’s handwriting. 

Q. I hand you letters marked A, B, 0, D and E. Please examine 
them and say whether, in your opinion, they are in the handwrit¬ 
ing of General Slaughter (handing witness letters). A. (After ex¬ 
amining same.) I think they are; I think they are all in his hand¬ 
writing. 

Mr. Maury : These letters referred to in the preceding answer and 
question, namely, marked A, B, 0, D and E are now offered in evi¬ 
dence by counsel for the intervenor. 

(And the same are filed by the examiner marked “ Exhibits A, 
B, C, D and E,” respectively.) 

Mr. Davis : These letters are objected to as irrelevant and imma¬ 
terial, and the right is reserved to move to strike them from the rec¬ 
ord as evidence. 

Q. Can you state about the time General Slaughter died, and 
where his death took place. A. General Slaughter died in the 
American hospital in the City of Mexico, I think, on the 2nd of 
January, 1901. I was in the City of Mexico at the time of the death, 
and attended to his funeral and interment. 

91 Q. What was General Slaughter doing in Mexico at that 
time, do you know? A. I was on my way to the City of 

Mexico in December of 1900, and met General Slaughter in New 
Orleans. He told me he was also intending to go to Mexico, and 
hoped we might be able to go together, but it was found not possi¬ 
ble, and we arranged to meet in the City of Mexico. He told me 
his object was to make further arrangements with the Mexican Gov¬ 
ernment in regard to securing the return to the United States of the 
balance due to Mexico on the Weil claims representing the money 
which had been distributed to the claimants, or their assigns. I 
met him in the City of Mexico. He told me that he was taken ill 
en route and had been confined to the hospital, but had arranged to 
see Senor Mariscal as soon as he was able to get out of the hospital, 
for a conference on the subject of the Weil claim. He was never 
able to make the call on Mr. Mariscal owing to hissevere illness and 
early death. 

Q. Did he say anything about a purpose to get additional com¬ 
pensation from Mexico for his services in these two fraudulent cases, 
as you call them ? A. He told me that he had such intention—to 
make such application for an increase of compensation. 

Q. Well, for services? A. For services rendered in the two cases, 
La Abra and Weil. 

Q. Now, General, I now put a final and residuary sort of a ques¬ 
tion. State anything else that occurs to you as relevant to the mat¬ 
ter in hand, if you please. 

Mr. Davis: Objected to as possibly calling for testimony 

92 which may prove to be incompetent and irrelevant and im¬ 
material. 

A. Nothing further occurs to me. 
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Cross-examination. 

By Mr. Davis : 

Q. General, in the convention of July 4th, 1898, between Mexico 
and the United States, in accordance with which these two claims 
were considered by the commission provided for by that convention, 
whichever of the two governments against which a balance in the 
aggregate was found was to pay the aggregate amount of such bal¬ 
ance to the Government entitled to receive it in yearly instalments, 
was it not? A. I think that is a correct statement of the treaty 
provisions. 

Q. And a balance in the aggregate was found against Mexico, and 
Mexico from time to time paid the regular instalments to the Secre¬ 
tary of State of the United States ? A. That is correct. 

Q. The Secretary of State from time to time paid the successful 
claimants the proper proportion of each amount as received from 
Mexico, except as to these two.claims? A. Yes. 

Q. At the time these two claims were finally adjudged fraudulent 
Mexico had paid to the Secretary of State of the United States va¬ 
rious sums of money on account of the claims, a portion of which 
had been distributed to the claimants, and their assigns, and a por¬ 
tion of which still remained with the Secretary of State? A. That 
is correct. 

93 Q. And after the adjudication of these claims as fraudu¬ 
lent, the Secretary of State returned to Mexico, so much of the 

moneys paid to him on account of these claims as still remained in 
his hands ? A. That is correct. 

Q. And so much of the moneys as had been paid to the Secretary 
of State on account of these claims, and distributed to the claimants, 
and their assigns, was refunded afterwards through the medium of 
an Act of Congress? A. Yes. 

Q. And this Act of Congress became a law by the President’s sig¬ 
nature on February 14,1902? A. I think so. * 

Q. When you say that the Mexican Government were furnished 
by Mr. Loeb through General Slaughter with a number of books, 
papers and letters, are you speaking from personal knowledge, or 
• from your knowledge of the records in the premises? A. From my 
knowledge of the records. I should say records in the Mexican 
Legation. 

Mr. Davis: I renew ray objection to this testimony, on the ground 
that it is hearsay, and is an attempt to give by oral testimony the 
contents of records which speak for themselves; and I move to strike 
it out for those reasons. 

Q. As I understand you, General Foster, General Slaughter failed 
to make any arrangement with the Mexican Government in respect 
to additional compensation by reason of his illness and shortly su¬ 
pervening death ? A. He never had any opportunity to pre- 

94 sent the question to the Mexican Government. 

Mr. Davis : That is all, gentlemen, except that I desire it to be 
noted of record that while this concludes General Foster’s cross 
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examination as a witness in behalf of the intervenor, the parties re* 
serve the right to produce him as a witness on behalf of any of the 
parties to the case hereafter. 

Mr. Lambert: As our witness. 

Mr. Maury ; Why, I have no control over that. I should be very 
happy to have you do so. 

(Agreeably to the stipulation of counsel the signature of the wit¬ 
ness was waived.) 

JOHN W. FOSTER, 

By the Examiner, by Consent. 

At this point, 12:30 o’clock p. in., an adjournment was taken until 
2 o’clock this afternoon, May 21,1904. 

Saturday, May 21,1904—2 o’clock p. in. 
Met pursuant to adjournment. 

Present, on behalf of the intervenor, William A. Maury, Esq. 
Present, on behalf of the defendant, Henry E. Davis, Esq. 

Whereupon, William Youngblood, produced as a witness on the 
part of the intervenor, being first duly sworn, was examined 

95 and testified as follows: 

Direct examination. 

By Mr. Maury : 

Q. State your name and place of residence. A. Well, you have 
my name, William Youngblood. My place of residence now is 
Birmingham, Alabama. I reside there. 

Q. Did you, or not, occupy the position of head of one of the 
Bureaus of the Treasury; and if so, when? A. I was the Auditor 
for the Interior Department, commonly called the Third Auditor’s 
Office. 

Q. In the Treasury ? A. From about the 25th of April, 1897, to 
the first of June, 1901. 

Q. That is an office of the Treasury Department, isn’t it ? A. Yes, 
sir; Auditor for the Interior Department. It is under the Treasury. 
Q. You mean by that that you were Auditor of the accounts of 

the- A. (Interposing.) I was Third Auditor of the Treasury. 

which it is commonly called, and it is Auditor for the Interior De¬ 
partment. 

Q. That you were Auditor of accounts for the Interior Depart¬ 
ment? A. Yes, sir. I audited all the pension accounts, about 
$180,000,000.00 a year. 

Q. Are you the William Youngblood who took out administra¬ 
tion on the estate of the late General Slaughter, in Mobile ? A. 
Yes, sir. 

96 Q. Were you, or not, well acquainted with the late General 
Slaughter? A. Yes, sir; I knew hitn intimately for quite a 

number of years. I think it was about since 1880. 

Q. Since 1880, did you say ? A. About that time, I say. 

Q. Are you, or not, acquainted with Samuel E. Loeb? A. Well, 
I have-seen Mr. Loeb once; hardly an acquaintance; I have just 
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met him once. He came to see me once. He came to Birmingham 
once to see me. 

Q. Did General Slaughter ever talk with you about Loeb’s inter¬ 
est in any compensation lie (Slaughter) was entitled to, or should 
receive from the Government of Mexico for services in defeating 
the Weil claim ? If so, please state fully what Slaughter said? A. 
After Slaughter came here, I think it was in the year 1900, in the 
Spring of 1900; anyway it was after the La Abra case, which was a 
similar suit, had been settled by the Court—by decree in the Su¬ 
preme Court in his favor—he then came on here. Subsequent to 
that he was here again in September, and was in my office, having 
collected the money two or three days prior to that in the Weil case 
from the Mexican Ambassador, that is, the money which was tied 
up in the hands of the Government, which had not been paid out. 
He came to my office and asked me to go around to the Mexican 
Ambassador’s residence with him, and I did, on I street, I believe 
it was, on I street here; it was around here somewhere. He and 
the Ambassador went to themselves, and when they came out he 
had a small check in his hand, that is, in dimension, and laid it on 
the table in front of me, and said : “ Youngblood, I wish you 

97 to put that check in your pocket and keep it for me. I looked 
at it, and I think it was a check for twenty-eight or twenty- 

nine thousand dollars. I stuck it in my vest pocket, and went back 
to my office, separating from him here at the corner by the Riggs Na¬ 
tional Bunk, and put the check in an envelope, endorsed it Slaugh¬ 
ter, and locked it up in the drawer in my desk. 

Q. You mean in the Treasury Department? A. There, in my 
office; just in my official desk. Two days afterwards 1 hunted 
Slaughter up and told him I would like for him to come and get 
that check; that I didn’t want to be the custodian of so large a 
check. He said he would come up and get it, and, in a few hours 
afterwards iie did come. He said, I have got to send Loeb—I am 
going to send Loeb at New Orleans—I don’t know that I ever heard 
of Loeb before that; he may have mentioned him incidentally— 
$7,000. of this money, and write him that it will do him until I get 
down there, and then I will settle with him the balance. And I 
said: “ Well, how much of this is Loeb to get, General? ” He said: 
"He gets two-fifths of all I get from the Mexican Government. Of 
the 10 per cent. I get, he gets two-fifths of it.” I said: “ Why, that 
is a good big block of money to give up to a man. You are getting 
old and you need this money, and why can’t you settle with him 
for less money—arrange it so that he will take less?” And he 
says, holding up his hand- 

Mr. Davis: Just a moment. All of this testimony is objected to 
upon the ground that the witness is a party to this cause, and he is 
relating transactions and conversations with the deceased over whose 
estate, or an interest therein, the pending controversy is; 

98 and I give notice that I shall mak.e the proper motion, in 
due course, to strike from the record all of his testimony, and 

all similar testimony that maybe given by the witness, and I desire 
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this objection and this notice to be construed as made in respect, not 
only of what the witness is now saying, aud has said, but also in re¬ 
spect of everything that he may say in the same line. 

The Witness (continuing) He says: “I will not settle with 
Loeb for anything less than is due to him, if I could, and without 
Loeb, I never could have secured or recovered for the Mexican Gov¬ 
ernment one dollar of this money. Two-fifths interest is his abso¬ 
lutely, as much as the three-fifths interest is mine, and I intend that 
he shall have it.” I think that was about all he said in the conver¬ 
sation, except as to his itinerary that he had kept about going to 
Boston, Milwaukee, and to New Orleans, and so on. 

Q. Did General Slaughter ever talk with you about going to the 
City of Mexico on any particular business; and if so, slate all 
about it. 

Mr. Davis: Same objection and same notice. 

A. He several times referred to the fact that he was going to 
Mexico and talked with me about what he thought was to be his 
chance of getting the Mexicau Government to supplement the ten 
per cent, which they had given him—allowed him ; well, I don’t 
know as it was a donation, but he said he knew Diaz well, and 
Mariseal well, and they were personal friends of his, and so forth ; 
and, considering the 20 odd years that had gone by, that this case 
was hanging on, and the contest and expense and time and 

99 labor, that he felt that they would supplement what they hud 
given him, and give him twenty-five or thirty or forty thou¬ 
sand dollars more that lie was going down there for that purpose. 

Q. Colonel, an answer has been filed in this intervention matter 
here to Mr. Loeb’s petition, but as it does not appear to be signed 
by 3 r ou, or sworn to by you, I would like to ask you whether the 
statements in tiie 12th paragraph of this answer meet with your ap¬ 
proval and concurrence. Now, this is the 12th paragraph : 

‘‘And further answering these respondents, upon information and 
belief say that the matters and things pending between the peti¬ 
tioner and the said James E. Slaughter, down to und including the 
17th day of December, A. D., 1900, were fully adjusted, settled and 
discharged on that day; and further, that on the 18th day of De¬ 
cember, A. D. 1900, the petitioner and the said Slaughter made and 
entered into a certain agreement whereof a copy is hereto annexed, 
marked “ Respondent’s Exhibit No. 1,” and prayed to be taken as a 
part hereof, which said agreement, as by its terms appears, referred 
exclusively to further services contemplated to be rendered by said 
Slaughter to the said Republic of Mexico in respect of matters 
wholly ourside of and in addition to those contemplated and pro¬ 
vided for by the agreement, whereof the petitioners’ said Exhibit 
A purports to be a cop) r , respecting which said additional services 
no contract or payment, however, was ever made by the said Repub¬ 
lic of Mexico with or to the said Slaughter.” 

100 A. I don’t know anything about that. 

Q. Sir: A. I don’t know who filed that answer. I never 
authorized anybody to file it, or say anything for me in that respect. 
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I had no attorneys here. I never said that, because I could not say 
it. I knew from Loeb, however— 

Mr. Davis: One moment. I object to the witness stating any¬ 
thing purporting to have been learned bv him from Loeb, as incom¬ 
petent because hearsay, and a declaration in favor of the intervenor 
made by himself, and I shall make the necessary motion at the 
proper time to strike from the record any answer which the witness 
may make on that point. 

The Witness (continuing): As to what the settlement was between 
Loeb and Slaughter prior to the 17th of December, 1900, I don’t 
know. They had a settlement: whether it was a partial settlement 
or in full, I don’t know, and I know that Loeb fiied the claim after 
that with me as administrator against Slaughter. He came to Bir¬ 
mingham to see me and submitted his papers, documents, contracts 
and letters, to me, and asked me to pay it. I told Mr. Loeb I could 
not pay it without an order of the court, and he would have to go 
on to the ends of the court to get it. That was the termination of 
the interview with us. I wrote—it is proper for me to say it—I at 
once, as soon as Loeb left me, or rather, left my office that day, or 
probably the next—anyway a very short time—I wrote to one of 
the heirs, Mr. Dan Slaughter—Virginia heirs as we called them— 
making copies of that letter, and I sent one to their attorney, J. Paul 
Jones, and copies to several others of these Virginia heirs, in 
101 which I told them of Mr. Loeb’s visit, and his demands upon 
me, and notice of this claim. And I said to them that they 
should look into it and see that it was thoroughly investigated— 
have it legally investigated; that I had declined to pay it, and so 
on, but that it seemed to me as good a claim as Jones and Lines’ 
claim under their contract. So to that part of it Mr. Jones took 
offense, and when I explained to him in a subsequent letter, he re¬ 
plied to me satisfactorily. I had nothing in the world to do with 
any filing of any answer by me, or authorized anybody to file any 
answer for me, or sav anything for me at all. If my name is signed 
to that petition or’answer, it was without my knowledge or con¬ 
sent. 

Q. Well, it is verified by Mr. Jones, who swears as to his own 
personal knowledge and belief. It does not undertake to say any¬ 
thing to commit you. Did you ever see this answer until you came 
here? A. No, sir; 1 never saw it. 

Q. Until after it was filed ? A. Not until here a day or two ago, 
you called my attention to it. I didn’t know any answer had been 
filed at all till I got the papers. They were registered to me, how¬ 
ever. I think they were registered to me at Mobile, and they lay 
there some time at the office, and when they were forwarded to me 
at Birmingham, it was too late to get the answer in, and I made no 
effort to make any reply at all. 

Q. Do you know anything about the condition of Mr. Loebs 
health ? A. Well, I don’t know except when he came to see me, he 
was suffering from asthma and seemed to be a very sick man. I 
only know from hearsay, you know. 
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102 Q. Well, is there anything else that occurs to you with 
reference to this matter of Loeb’s claim that you have not 

stated? If so, I will be glad to have you state it now. A. I know 
of nothing. I think that about covers all the information I have 
on the subject that I know anything about. Of course, anything 
else that I may state would be a matter of my opinion or inference, 
or something of that sort. 

Cross-examination. 

By Mr. Davis : 

Q. Colonel Youngblood, what is your age? A. I am 64 years of 
age ; going on 65. 

Q. What is your occupation ? A. Well, sir, it is hard to tell. I 
started in life cutting railroad ties on the railroad, and then I 
studied law and practiced law several years, and I farmed then for 
five or six years, and I was elected sheriff of my county, and after that 
was in political positions in the State, and subsequently I went into 
the lumber business at Nashville, and then I moved to Birming¬ 
ham, and went iuto the retail lumber business for quite a while, ana 
then went to my farm, or my wife’s farm that she owns by inherit¬ 
ance, and lived there some time, and, in 1896,1 went into politics 
again as the champion of McKinley in my State, and in 1897 he 
appointed me Auditor, and, leaving Washington, I went down to 
Birmingham as the agent of the Standard Butterine Company, and 
organized and built up a branch distributing office and sales 

103 department down there to sell butterine until their failure, 
and since then I have had no business at all, except one 

month’s employment by the Standard Butterine Company. On an¬ 
other occasion, with the Thornton Wine Company of New York, 
which place, however, I gave up to take this with the Standard 
Butterine Company at Birmingham, and their failure two years ago 
nearly threw me out of business, and I have had only a little job 
now and then. 

Q. How did you come to be administrator of the estate of Gen¬ 
eral Slaughter? A. Well; after Slaughter’s death, one of the Vir¬ 
ginia heirs came to see me, I think it was Dan Slaughter, and I told 
him that the will found in Slaughter’s papers, which was then in 
possession of Mr. Jones, I believe, was not worth the paper it was 
written on, or something of that sort, and that the Virginia heirs 
could recover that property, the Slaughter property, and then the 
question came up between Slaughter and myself, and t subsequently 
had a meeting with them at his request at Winston Larcome’s 
house, at Winston below Culpepper, and it was agreed there, and 
they asked me if I would administer the estate. I told them I 
would, provided they would make a special allowance for me in the 
way of commissions. The question of his residence was gone over, 
and decided that Mobile was his residence, and the proper place to 
take out the letters of administration, and it was agreed that I 
should administer the estate, and it was further agreed that I should 
have extra compensation for it, and large commissions. 
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Q. You knew, did you not, Colonel, of the institution here of this 
suit, in which we are taking your deposition today? A, The 

104 institution of the Loeb suit?” 

Q. No, of the suit of Slaughter against Slaughter in the 
Supreme Court of this District, in which the payment by the Mex¬ 
ican Ambassador to the receiver appointed in that case of the money 
which he received was procured—you knew of that suit, did you 
not? A. I don’t understand you,Mr. Davis, whether you refer to 
this petition of Loeb’s, or whether there was a suit by the heirs in 
Virginia, or the claims as children of Slaughter’s children. I know 
after I was made administrator or prior to the granting of the let¬ 
ters, and after the application had been filed by the Virginia heirs, 
who were next of kin, they filed a petition asking the Court at 
Mobile to appoint me administrator. Now, after that and before 
the letters were granted, my recollection is that the negro children, 
or the children—Slaughter’s children—had filed some proceedings 
here in the Courts of some sort, to probate a will. I can’t think 
what they call it now. It is an unwritten will, written by the tes¬ 
tator. 

Q. Holograph ? A. Holograph will. They filed that, etc. I 
knew that, and it went on from time to time” and it was finally, I 
was informed, withdrawn or dismissed. 

Q. You knew that General Slaughter had left a paper writing, 
purporting to be his last will? A. Yes, sir. Holographic will, of 
several dates. The last one, I believe, was written in New Orleans, 
I am not sure. 

Q. And you told certain of the Virginia heirs ? A. That that 
will was worthless in the courts of Alabama. 

105 Q. And on the slreugth of what you told them, they got 
you to be administrator of General Slaughter, as though he 

had died without a will? A. Well, I may say as to that in the 
affirmative; 1 think that is about right. 

Q. And you knew that the mouey which was coming to General 
Slaughter from the Republic of Mexico was in the possession of the 
Mexican Ambassador in this city? A. Not when I was adminis¬ 
trator; not after I was appointed administrator. The La Abra and 
Weil cases that had been decided by the Supreme Court had already 
been paid over to Slaughter, and this last money which was appro-, 
priated by Congress to reimburse the Mexican Government, that 
was some time after I was appointed administrator. 

Q. But after you were appointed administrator, you knew that an 
Act of Congress had been passed in accordance with which the 
moneys which had been received bv the United States from Mexico 
and distributed to the Weil and La Abra claimants and their as¬ 
signs, were to be repaid to the Republic of Mexico? A. I know 
that some time after I was appointed—some time, I don’t know how 
long—but some time, I think it was probably about a year after I 
was appointed administrator that Congress passed an act appropri¬ 
ating a certain amount of money to reimburse Mexico for moneys 
paid out, which they claimed improperly, by the United States 
Government in both the La Abra case and the Weil case. That in- 
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formation I obtained from general hearsay,—from various people. 

I knew nothing of it officially, or knew nothing of it of my own 
knowledge, only what I was told by probably you and probably 
Jones, and the Virginia heirs, or someone else. 

106 Q. And you knew that General Slaughter’s estate claimed 
ten per cent, of the amount thus provided by the act of Con¬ 
gress to be repaid to Mexico, didn’t you ? A. Slaughter claimed he 
was entitled to ten per cent, of whatever moneys came from Con¬ 
gress or otherwise. 

Q. And you knew, did you not, that the whole amount appropri¬ 
ated to be repaid to Mexico was in the possession of the Mexican 
Ambassador herein Washington, did you not? A. No, sir; I did 
not know that it was in the possession of the Mexican Government, 
the Mexican Minister here, for a long time after it had been paid 
over to the Mexican Minister, and it was by chance that I knew of 
it from the Washington Post. I was a subscriber to the Post at that 
time, and took it, but never looked at the court proceedings, and 
one day in my office there, in the Standard Butterine Company’s 
office, however, I happened to glance along its pages, and discovered 
by accident that application, or petition, had been made by the 
courts here to appoint a man named Frailey a receiver of that 
money. 1 wrote to Mr. Jones at once to know what it meant, and 
he did not answer my letter. Some time after that, not hearing 
from him, I came to Washington to see him about it. It was un¬ 
derstood between Joues, as the attorney for the Virginia children, 
and all the heirs—I never heard of anything else—that the money 
coming from the Mexican Government was to he sent to Mobile and 
distributed there under my administration, that I might have the 
commission upon it, and I didn’t want to lose these commissions 
and that is why I came to Washington. Mr. Jones told me of the 
petition and made statements in regard to it. He said that the | 
Mexican Minister had the money and refused to pay it over I 

107 to me as the administrator at Mobile; that he would not pay I 
it over to Mr. Frailey as the administrator ad colligendum, I 

nor would he distribute it among the heirs, and was about to send I 
it to Mexico, and for fear he would get it down to Mexico and I I 
would have a great deal of trouble getting it back, they all united | 
in a petition to the court to make an order that Frailey be appointed 1 
to receive the money and distribute it. That was the first I knew 1 
of it. A long time afterwards, and after the Mexican Minister had I 
paid it over to Mr. Frailey that I knew anything about it, and I I 
never knew at that time, and never learned until I learned from I 
Mr. Lambert here last October that Mr. Jones signed my name to I 
that petition, which was a petition signed by me, and took from me I 
the distribution of the mone} r from which 1 was to get a commission. I 
Q. Well, you knew, did you not, that while you were claiming to I 
be the administrator in Mobile, Mr. Frailey was claiming to be a ■ 
collector by appointment Of the Supreme Court of the District of I 
Columbia, the Mexican Ambassador declined to pay this money to ■ 
either of you, and that some proceeding was necessary to get the I 
money out of the hands of the Mexican Ambassador, for the reason I 
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that if that were not done, and the money should go to Mexico, its 
recovery to the estate of General Slaughter would have to be a 
matter of international negotiation? A. I didn’t know anything 
about that, Mr. Davis, for I never knew anything about this proceed¬ 
ing and the Mexican government keeping the money, or the appoint¬ 
ment of Mr. Frailey, or the petition asking his appointment—I 
never knew anything about it until it was all over, and Frailev had 
been appointed by the Supreme Court of the District of Co- 

108 lumbia, and the Mexican Minister had turned the monev 
over to him. 

Q. You were appointed administrator, however, at the instance 
and in the interests of the local heirs, otherwise known as the Vir¬ 
ginia heirs? A. Yes. 

Q. Of General Slaughter? A. Yes. That was the purpose of 
my appointment. 

Q. Your first talk with General Slaughter about the Weil claim, 
you say, was in the spring of 1900 ? A. No, you misunderstood me. 

Q. When was it? A. We had some talk about his claim in the 
La Abra and Weil cases, but I never knew of the details of it, or the 
particulars of the case until subsequently. I thought they were all 
one case until after the La Abra case was decided in the Supreme 
Court, and he had gotten the money on that, and then he told me 
he would have to wait a time for the other settlement of the decision 
in the Weil or Wild case. 

Q. My question is, when was it that he first told you that he would 
have to wait about the Weil case? A. That was some time in the 
summer of 1900; I don’t know when, but after the settlement of the 
La Abra case, the decision of the La Abra case, and some time 
probably in June, probably, somewhere along there, he told me he 
would have to wait for the other case. 

Q. Where was it that you had this conversation with him? A. 
I don’t know whether it was at my house at which he was a fre¬ 
quent visitor, or whether it was at my office. 

Q. Was anybody present besides yourself and General 

109 Slaughter? A. I don’t remember that there was. I don’t 
think there was anybody present. 

Q,. Where was the conversation that you had with him in Decem¬ 
ber? A. In reference to the Loeb matter where I suggested to him 
that he settle with Loeb for a less price? 

Q. Yes. A. That occurred in my office, in the Treasury build¬ 
ing. 

Q. Was anybody besides you and General Slaughter present? 

. A. No, I think not; no one else there ; I don’t remember anybody 
present at all; if there was it was some outside man that I didn’t 
puy any attention to, or had anything to do with it. 

Q. As I understand you, the substance of that conversation was 
that he felt obliged to Loeb for two-fifths ofthe money that he had col¬ 
lected, saying that Loeb was as much entited to- A. (Interposing.) 

To two-fifths as he was to three-fifths; that it was his money abso¬ 
lutely, and that he would not settle with him for less if he could. 

. Q- Now, how do you know that Loeb and Slaughter had any set- 
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tlement? A. I only knew from Slaughter saying to me he had 
sent him a check or was going to send him a check, for $7000, and 
write him that when he came down to New Orleans he would settle 
in full with him, and I know from Loeb’s admission to me that he 
and Slaughter had had a settlement in New Orleans, as to the first 
moneys recovered from the Weil case. It had no reference 

110 to all the money that came from the other t case. I don’t 
think that Congress had passed that act. I am not sure about 

that, however. 

Q. In either of these conversations, did either Loeb or Slaughter 
say anything to you about any interest of Loeb’s in the La Abra 
case? A. Neither of them ever claimed that Loeb had any interest 
in that at all. It was Loeb’s only interest in the Weil case. I don’t 
think that either of them ever said to me that they were entitled to 
anything in the La Abra case. 

Q. You have spoken of a letter that you sent to several of the 
Virginia heirs, a copy of which you say you also sent to Mr. Jones? 
A. Yes. 

Q. I wish you to look at this paper, and state whether that is the 
copy that you sent to Mr. Jones? (Handing witness paper.) A. 
(After examining same:) Yes, sir; that’s the letter I wrote. That 
is the letter I had reference to a while ago. I did not know that I 
made it quite that strong, but that was the way it impressed me at 
that time. 

Mr. Davis (To the Examiner): Please mark that for identifica¬ 
tion. 

(And the same was marked by the Examiner “For identification 
Youngblood No. 1.”) 

Q. This is your signature to this paper, Colonel ? A. Yes, sir. I 
suppose it is. I didn’t look at it. 

Q. Please look at it. A. (After examining same:) Yes, sir. 

111 Q. Colonel, have you any understanding with Mr. Loeb as 
to sharing with him anything that he may recover in this 

case? A. Not the slightest. I do not expect one nickel out of it, 
one way or the other; it is perfectly indifferent to me which way it 
goes. 

Q. You know Daniel Slaughter? Q. Yes, sir. 

Q. You know Hugh Hamilton, the husband of Mamie S. Hamil¬ 
ton, a party to this case? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Were you in Washington between tiie 18th aud 24th days of 
September, 1902? A. I don’t remember dates. I have beeu here 
quite often. 

Q. Well, you were here during the month, were you not, at the 
National Hotel in this city? A. I don’t know. It is very likely I 
was. I don’t know what month, September or October or Novem¬ 
ber, no, sir. I know I was there very often. I don’t know whether 
I was itere at that time or not, I don’t remember. 1 would have to 
look at something to refresh my memory about it. 

Q. I invite your attention to the dates of the 18th and the 24th 
of September, 1902, and ask you whether, on one of those dates, or 
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between them, you did not write a letter and send a telegram, or 
either, addressed to Daniel A. Slaughter, requesting a personal in¬ 
terview at the National Hotel in this city? A. I did write such a 
letter and sent such a telegram, on my way, as I left Washington- 
On Monday, it was, I know. I don’t remember dates. But I re¬ 
member writing a letter to Slaughter, and told him I wanted 

112 to see him on that matter, and wired him to come here and 
meet me. 

Q. Did Mr. Slaughter meet you ? A. No, sir ; he did not- 

Q. Did any one meet you? A. Mr. Hamilton came and said that 
Dan could not come, and had asked him to come and see me him¬ 
self. 

Q. Now I will ask you whether, when Mr. Hamilton came in Mjr, 
Slaughter’s place at the time I have indicated, that is either on the 
18th or the 24th day of September, 1902, or on Sunday between 
those dates here in Washington, on Pennsylvania Avenue, you did 
not make a proposition to Mr. Hamilton, stating that it must be 
kept between him and you and the grave-yard, to the effect that if 
he, Hamilton, would secure the consent of the heirs at law of James 
E. Slaughter to the settlement and payment of the claim of Loeb, 
you would pay, or cause to be paid, to Hamilton the sum of $2,500 ? 
A. I never made any such statement to him, sir. I never made 
any such proposition. I made the same proposition to Hamilton I 
made to you; about the same. 

Q. In response to this proposition which I have assumed that you 
made at the time and place and under the circumstances indicated, 
did not Mr. Hamilton reply to you that he could not entertain the 
proposition, for the reason that an agreement had been reached be¬ 
tween his wife and her co-heirs, by which the share of each was 
fixed and apportioned, and that he, Hamilton, therefore, could not, 
iu honesty and fairness, enter into any agreement by which .his 
wife would receive more than the portion agreed upon as her share? 
A. No, sir. 

113 Q. And her co-heirs receive less? A. No, sir; I made no 
such proposition. I do not remember his ever making any 

such statement, to give him $2500, but it was utterly impossible for 
Mr. Loeb to discount his claim in such an amount, nor did he tell 
me at all that he would take any specific amount off. He did, in 
his conversation with me, intimate that he would discount it a 
small—make a small discount to get a quick settlement. In that 
conversation I told him that I would not pay it and could not pay 
it, and had no right to pay it. I told Mr. Hamilton that if, upon 
an investigation of this case by his attorneys, and the attorneys of 
the Virginia heirs, it was decided that it must be paid, and it was 
going to be paid, that, in that case, if he would let me know, I 
thought I could persuade Mr. Loeb, or get Mr. Loeb to discount his 
claim probably a thousand dollars, and maybe more. But I told 
him distinctly time and again, Isays: “ Now, Hugh, I have no in¬ 
terest in this hearing—in this matter—except to your benefit, and 
the benefit of the Virginia heirs, not one penny will come to me in 
the slightest way, and all I want to receive o.ut of it is for you peo- 
8—1640 a 
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pie to let me have the commission you agreed to.” I think I made 
about the same statement to you, Mr. Davis, in your office, that if 
upon an investigation of this case, that it was discovered that it 
must be paid, and had to be paid, that I could probably persuade 
Mr. Loeb to take a thousand dollars less. As to binding him up to 
secrecy, I have no recollection whatever of anything of the sort. 

Q. In response to the assumed reply that Mr. Hamilton made to 
you on this occasion, about which I am inquiring, did you 

114 not say to him that you personally knew that it was General 
Slaughter’s intention to leave to Mr. Hamilton’s wife a larger 

portion or share, of his estate than to any of the other of his heirs 
at law, and that therefore you couid see no harm in the proposition 
which you had made to him, adding, in effect, that if you were he 
you would take the §2500 and put it down in your pocket and say 
nothing about it? A. I could not have said that, because I never 
made him any such proposition as to any $2,500. 

Q. Answer me, Colonel, this directly, did you or did you not say 
that? A. No, sir. I may have said to Mr. Hamilton just what he 
said to me previously about that, and I might have said it since 
that. He slept with me that night in the hotel, in the room, and we 
discussed this matter a great deul, and I may have said to him that 
I kuew General Slaughter wanted to do something for his wife 
more than for the Virginia heirs. In fact, I don’t thiuk he intended 
to do anything for the Virginia heirs, except for her. 

Bv Mr. Maury : 

V 

Q. Mrs. Hamilton was a niece of General Slaughter’s. A. Yes, 
sir; a favorite niece of General Slaughter’s 

By Mr. Davis : 

Q. Later, in the month of February, 1903, did you not meet with 
Mr. Hamilton, and did you not on this latter occasion—I mean 
meet Mr. Hamilton here in the city of Washington, and did you 
not on this latter occasion recur to the proposition which I have 
assumed, and attempt to explain the surne to him by saying that 
you meant to convey to him the proposition that Loeb would com¬ 
promise his claim against General Slaughter’s estate by 

115 deducting the sum of $2500 from its face, and did not Mr. 
Hamilton, on that occasion reply, in effect, that he did not so 

understand the matter at the time, nor could he then understand 
that if such had been your meaning why there should bean injunc¬ 
tion of secrecy? A. No. I met Hamilton after that at the hotel, 
passing through the lobby, I saw him. I had heard—the occasion 
of ray making the remark to him at all was this: Iliad under¬ 
stood tlirough my Mobile lawyers—some way, I don’t know how, 
they got hold of it—that both Mr. Hamilton and you were going to 
testify Unit I had made this proposition to Hamilton, and that I 
made it to you. I told Hamilton that he misunderstood me, if he 
understood me to say anything of that sort. I said “ you misunder¬ 
stood me; I never had such a porposition from Loeb in my life. 
Loeb never made me a proposition of any sort, except to intimate 



SAMUEL E. LOEB. 


59 


in a direct way that he might be induced to take less to get a quick 
settlement.” I would be very foolish to offer a man money that I 
didn’t have, or could not get, it seems to me. 

Q. Who told you that I was going to testify to it? A. I don’t 
know how I heard it, Mr. Davis. I heard it through my Mobile 
attorneys in some way. 

Q. You never said any such thing to me, did you? A. I said 
the same conversation I had with Mr. Hamilton. 

Q. That is not the point. You never made any proposition to 
me that Mr. Hamilton, or Mrs. Hamilton, or anybody else, should 
receive anything out of the Loeb claim as a price of assisting in its 
settlement? A. No, sir. I never made it to Hamilton. I 

116 just simply told him “ If you have got this money to pay ; if 
your lawyers tell me you have got it to pay, and direct me 

to pay it, it is possible I can save you a thousand dollars; probably 
a thousand dollars. 

WILLIAM YOUNGBLOOD. 

(By the Examiner, by consent.) 

At this point an adjournment was taken until further notice. 

Note by the Examiner.—After reading over the foregoing depo¬ 
sitions, Mr. Worthington states that he adopts Mr. Davis’s cross- 
examination and objections, and does not desire to have the witness 
recalled for further examination. 

117 Deposition of John Paul Jones on Behalf of Defendants. 

Filed May 11,1905. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Julian Castillo Slaughter et al. ) 

vs. >In Equity. No. 23234. 

Daniel A. Slaughter et al. j 

Washington, D. C., November 26,1904—9.15 o’clock a. m. 

Met pursuant to agreement at the office of the Spanish Treaty 
Claims Commission, Washington, D. C. 

Present on behalf of the intervenor Samuel E. Loeb, Mr. Maury. 
Present on behalf of the heirs and devisees of James E. Slaughter, 
parties to this suit, aud specially appearing on this occasion for 
George Lyons and John Paul Jones, Mr. Worthington. 

Whereupon John Paul Jones, a witness of lawful age, called by 
aud on behalf of the defendants, having been first duly sworn, is 
examined, 

By Mr. Worthington : 

Q. I believe it has already appeared in this case that shortly after 
the death of General Slaughter, his papers came into your custody. 
Will you state a little more fully about that? A. General 

118 John W. Foster, being in the City of Mexico at the time of 
General Slaughter’s death, and knowing the relations which 

existed between General Slaughter and myself, caused his effects to 
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be sealed up and sent to me by the United States Consul-General at 
the City of Mexico. Those effects consisted of a trunk and a dress 
suit case which I think reached my office about the 13th day of 
January, 1901. I notified General Slaughter’s heirs at law residing 
in Virginia, and they came to my office and we opened the trunk 
and dress suit case and made an examination of their contents. 

Q. Did you then find among those effects any papers purporting 
to be contracts between the claimant here, Samuel E. Loeb and 
General Slaughter? A. I found several such papers. 

Q. Will you look at the paper which I now produce and hand to 
you and tell me whether you found this paper in that trunk? 
(Handing witness a paper purporting to be a contract between 
James E. Slaughter and Ignacio Mariscal with which, on the same 
sheet, is a further contract which, so far as the signatures are visible, 
appears to be a contract between General Slaughter, Samuel E. Loeb 
and Cecile R. Loeb. A. I did. 

Q, Will you state whether or not the paper is now in the same 
condition it was when you so found it? A. It is in exactly the same 
condition it was when I found it. 

Q. I believe you have testified that you were familiar with the 
signature of General Slaughter? A. I do not remember whether I 
have or not; but I am familiar with it. 

119 Q. Will you state what is your opinion as to the genuine¬ 
ness of the signature to the first paper, which purports to be 

a contract with Ignacio Mariscal, or with Mexico through him ? 
A. That is his signature in my opinion. 

Q. Have you any acquaintance with the handwriting and sig¬ 
nature of Samuel E. Loeb? A. Only such as has been obtained by 
correspondence with him. 

,Q. When did you have correspondence with him? A. Since 
January, 1901,1 have received several letters from him. 

Q. Were those voluntary letters to you, or were they in answer to 
letters from you ? A. The first letter I received was a voluntary 
communication from Mr. Loeb. I think I received possibly two, 
three or four letters in answer to letters which I wrote him. 

Q. Did those letters which passed between you and him form an 
intelligent and connected correspondence, showing that the party 
who received and answered them was Samuel E. Loeb ? A. Yes, 
sir. 

Q. What is your opinion as .to the handwriting of the phrase at 
the bottom of this paper “ I authorize my wife to sign,” and also 
the initials “S. E.” which are visible in the last of the three signa¬ 
tures to the paper? A. I think they are written by Mr. Loeb. 

Q. By Samuel E. Loeb? A. By Samuel E. Loeb. 

Mr. Worthington : I now offer in evidence the paper which has 
just been identified by the witness. 

120 The above-mentioned paper is filed herewith and marked 
Exhibit Jones X. 

Mr. Maury : I object to the admissibility of this document upon 
the ground that it is irrelevant and immaterial to the issue involved. 
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in tliis case between Samuel E. Loeb and the other parties t.o this 
suit. 


By Mr. Worthington : 

Q. Please look at the paper I now hand you, which seems to be 
a copy of the paper which has just been offered in evidence, and to 
which there is appended a paper purporting to be signed “ Cecile 
R. Loeb,” dated August 5th, 1876, and tell me whether or not you 
found these papers in General Slaughter's trunk on the occasion to 
which you have referred, and whether the papers were in the same 
condition there are in now, and were fastened together as they are 
now? A. I found these papers in General Slaughter’s trunk, and 
they were in exactly the same condition as they now appear. 

Q. Were the two papers fastened together as they are now ? A. 
The two papers were fastened together in the same manner. 

Q. What opinion, if any, have you as to the handwriting of that 
paper ? A. I think this copy was made by Mr. S. E. Loeb. I would 
not be sure about the receipt which is attached to it, but as to the 
copy of the agreement I have no doubt* 

Q. When you say “ the copy of the agreement ” do you include 
both agreements, the one between Slaughter and Mariscal and 

121 the one between the other parties ? A. Yes. 

Q. Do you know Cecile R. Loeb? A. I do not. 

Q. Do you know Samuel E. Loeb’s wife? A. No. 

Q. Then I suppose you do not know anything as to her hand¬ 
writing? A. Nothing at all. 

Mr. Worthington : I now offer in evidence these two papers. 
The paper purporting to be a copy of the agreement contained in 
Exhibit Jones X, is filed herewith and marked Exhibit Jones Y. 

The receipt attached thereto, to which the witness has referred, is 
marked Exhibit Jones Y-2. 

Bv Mr. Worthington : 

W 

Q. Will you state in whose custody the three papers which have 
just been offered in evidence have been since you found them in 
General Slaughter’s trunk ? A. They have been in my possession. 
They were never out of my custody until I gave them to counsel 
for examination—to Judge Maury at one time and to you at another 
time. 

Cross-examination. 

By Mr. Maury: 

Q. I will ask you for information, Mr. Jones, if you still have the 
papers of General Slaughter in your possession, which were 

122 transmitted to you from Mexico in the trunk and dress suit 
case ? A. Some of them I have and others I have not, 

Q. Which papers have you ? A. I could not begin to specify 

them. t 

Q. We may get at it by a process of elimination. What papers 
have you parted with, and to whom ? 



62 


JULIAN CASTILLO SLAUGHTER ET AL. VS. 


Mr. Worthington : I object to this as not proper cross-examina¬ 
tion, and on the ground that this witness has been examined only 
as to specific papers produced here. It is not competent for counsel, 
under the guise of cross-examination, to go into other matters. 

A. Some papers were sent to Mobile in the course of the litiga¬ 
tion there. I think I sent some to New York for use in the branch 
of the case which is in litigation there. Others are filed as exhibits 
in this suit. The balance of the papers which I found in General 
Slaughter’s trunk I have, with the exception, possibly of some which 
were turned over to Administrator Youngblood, which have never 
been returned to me. 

JOHN PAUL JONES. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 27th day of November 
A. D. 1904. 


Examiner in Chancery. 

123 Exhibit “Jones X.” 

Agreement made this day between Gen’l James E. Slaughter, 
party of the first part, and Don Ignacio Mariscal, as Mexican Min¬ 
ister and on behalf of the Government of the Mexican Republic 
party of the second part. 

1st. The party of the first part binds himself to procure as soon as 
practicable before the 1st of September 1876, all the evidence neces¬ 
sary to prove the fraudulence of a claim pending before the Umpire 
of the United States and Mexican Claims Commission and known 
as “claim number 447 Benjamin Weil versus Mexico,” said written 
evidence to be delivered by said party to the Official Agent of Mex¬ 
ico for the Commission above mentioned. 

2nd. The party of the second part promises to give the party of 
the first part, as a full compensation for all the services he may n 
render in the manner hereinbefore specified, a draft on the National 
Treasury of Mexico payable in gold ten months after presentation, 
for the amount of one tenth of any reduction which may be obtained 
after the admission of such evidence, and the revision of the case by 
the Umpire, or of the whole amount of the present award should it 
be annul-ed. 

3rd. In the event that the Umpire should not revise the case or 
should not admit the evidence procured, in time by the party of the 
first part, the party of the second part will allow him one half of the 
expenses he may have incurred in the procuring the same, provided 
the bill produced of such expenses may not exceed fourteen hun¬ 
dred dollars; the payment to be made in a draft at sight. 

124 In testimony whereof they have signed the present agree¬ 
ment in the City of Washington, this second dav of May 

1876. 

JAS. E. SLAUGHTER. 
IGNO. MARISCAL. 
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New Orleans August 4th 1876 (date almost obliterated). 

For value received, I hereby transfer unto (part of name obliter¬ 
ated) R. Dreyfous, wife of Samuel E. Loeb of this City two-fifths 
part of my interest in the foregoing contract and in addition thereto 
fourteen hundred dollars to reimburse expenses already incurred, 
which sum is to be paid in the manner stipulated in the said con¬ 
tract. I further bind myself to have this agreement and transfer 
approved and ratified by the other party to the contract. It is well 
understood that at the time of the payment in accordance with said 
Contract, the same shall be made in two drafts, representing the in¬ 
terest of each party herein, the one representing the interest of (cov¬ 
ered by small piece of paper, unable lo make out) I bind myself to 
transfer unto her. 

The said (covered by paper) authorized by her husband acknowl¬ 
edges lo have received on account of her interest herein, the sum of 
Eight hundred and fifty dollars in United States Currency. 

JAS. E. SLAUGHTER. 

CEC. (remainder of name obscured). 

S. E. “ “ “ 

I authorized my Wife to sign. 

125 Exhibit “ Jones Y.” 

Agreement made this day between Gen’l James E. Slaughter, 
party of the first part, and Don Ignacio Mariscal,as Mexican min¬ 
ister and on behalf of the Government of the Mexican Republic, 
party of the second part. 

1st. The party of the first part biuds himself to procure as soon 
as practicable before the 1" of September 1876 all the evidence 
necessary to prove the fraudulence of a claim pendiug before the 
Umpire of the United States and Mexican Claim Claims Commis¬ 
sions, and Known “ as Claim Number 447 Benjamin Weil verms 
Mexico” said written evideuce to be delivered by said party to the 
official Agent of Mexico for the Commission above mentioned. 

2d. The party of the second part promises to give the party of 
the first part, as a full compensation for all the services he may 
render in the manner hereinbefore specified a draft on the National 
Treasury of Mexico payable in Gold ten Months after presentation 
for the Amount of One tenth of any reduction which may be ob¬ 
tained after the admission of such evidence and the revision of the 
case, by the Umpire or of the whole amount of the present award 
should it be aunut-ed. 

3d. In the event that the Umpire should not revise the case or 
should not admit the evidence procured in time by the party of the 
first part, the party of the Second part will allow him One half of 
the Expenses he may have incurred in procuring the Same, pro¬ 
vided the bill produced of such expenses may not exceed fourteen 
hundred dollars, the payment to be made in a draft at sight. 
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126 In testimony whereof they have Signed the present agree¬ 
ment in the City of Washington this Second day of May, 

1876. 

(Signed) JAS. E. SLAUGHTER. 

IGNO. MARISCAL. 

New Orleans, August 4 th, 1876. 

For value received I herebv trausfer unto Mrs. Cecile R. Drevfous 
wife of Samuel E. Loeb of this City the two fifths part of my inter¬ 
est in the foregoing contract, and in addition thereto fourteen hun¬ 
dred Dollars to reimburse expenses already incurred, which sum is 
to — paid in the manner stipulated in the said contract. It is well 
understood that at the time of the payment in accordance with said 
Contract, the same shall be made in two drafts; representing the 
interest of each party herein, the one representing the interest of 
Mrs. Loeb, I bind myself to transfer unto her. 

The said Mrs. Loeb authorized by her husband acknowledges to 
have received on account of her interest herein the Sum of Eight 
hundred and Fifty dollars in United States Currency. 

(Sigued) JAMES E. SLAUGHTER. 

CECILE R. LOEB. 

S. E. LOEB. 

(I have authorized my wife to sign this document.) 

127 Exhibit “ Jones Y-2.” 

Received New Orleans August the 5th 1876 from General James 
E. Slaughter the sura of $850.00 Eight Hundred & fifty Dollars in 
United States Currency. 

$850 00/100. CECILE R. LOEB. 

128 “ Exhibit A.” 

Filed October 13,1904. 

S. E. Loeb, No. 33 Decatur Street, New Orleans, La. 

Treasury Department. 

Office of Auditor for the Interior Department. 

Washington, D. C., Nov. 15 th, 1900. 

My Dear Loeb My Dear Loeb: I enclose you Draft for Seven thou¬ 
sand Dollars (7000) on act of my Contract in the Weil Claim—I 
have deducted the two thousand Dollars mentioned in Contract— 
and your Portion of the two thousand Dollars (2000) which 1 was 
compelled to pay Oreswell, which I explained to you—Mr. J. W. 
Foster arbitrated this Creswell claim in Feby last. We can settle 
all minor maters on my reaching New Orleans—write me care of 
Geo. Lines, Milwaukee. 

I hurry this letter ns I know you need money. The total sum 
reed yesterday was $28,783.37. This should keep you til wo meet. 
From Milwaukee I shall go to Mexico via N. 0. You must pay 


SAMUEL E. LOEB. 
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your portion of my expenses to Mexico if you expect to share in any 
sum I get. Do as you please about that. 

I am, como siempore, your friend, 

JAS. E. SLAUGHTER. 

129 “ Exhibit B.” 

Filed October 13,1904. 

Commercial Club. 

New Orleans, Saturday, April 11th, 1896. 

My Dear Mr. Maury: Yours of 9th just reed. I dont want 
any of the papers that were here. Romero furnished all the papers 
J had given the Mex. Govt, to the State Dept. I think—accompanied 
by a list. Thoes that wei'e never printed are thoes I want. I furnished 
the Mexican Govt also some papers which do not appear in the list 
sent by Mr. Romero to the State Dept. I recall an abstract—taken 
from the Records of the Court here—“Public Administrater V. 
Cain.” I dont want that I m early want the letters (not printed) Mem¬ 
oranda—Memorandum book &c. so as to refresh my memory witb 
names and dates—Of course, I devoured your brief— I think it full 
and complete. I loned it to two of my lawyer frienls—both said it 
was a “ strong paper and appeared to fully cover the case.” My 
friend Mr. M. G. Hudson a lawyer,—has it now. 

When will be argument be heard. Send me Kenedy’s brief. I 
again suggest that Loeb should go to Shreveport and Alexandria at 
least 10 days before you go there. 

Ask the U. S. Dist. Attorney Southern District I think—to make 
inquiry about S. B. Shackleford one of our witnesses—S. B. S. was born 
in Merengo County. Some of the family may still there—and possibly 
w.e may get tract of S. B. S. (See Testimony before Commission.) 

Groos—San Antonio. 

Aldrich—Natchez. 

130 Wise—Alexandria. 

Lizzie Haley—Shreveport. 

Gen Boggs (to verify his testimony.) 

Testimony required of Mexico. 

I think of nothing more required—(Indeed, Loeb’s testimony 
backed up, bolted to, and rivited to, & braced at every angle—by 
Documentary evidence—is ample by itself.) 

Keep me posted. 

In haste, &c., JAS. E. SLAUGHTER. 

Dont put yourself to much trouble about the papers. They may 
be of no value. 

£31 “ Exhibit C.” 

Filed October 13,1904. 

Commercial Club. 

New Orleans, May 16th, 1895. 
Win. A. Maury, att’y, 1505 Penn. Ave., Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. Maury : I called this morning on Mess. Dinkle- 

9—1640a 
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speil & Hart (this firm has a very unenviable reputation here among 
lawyers of which you will hear), who promised to write you today, 
they say Lines had an agreement with Counsel in Washington under 
which they have been working. I think the Deposition of I. M. Martin 
as published in the case of Mexico Doc. 103 Settles him—Now we 
want Col. Wise. I have not as yet found S. B. Schakleford or J. J.. 
Justice—and have little hope. Shall continue however to hunt. 
Am very sorry you can’t come before the end of this month. Wit. 
nesses are growing old—have the Confed. Records thoroughly over, 
hauled—I feel certain that we can find records in Hite’s hand writ 
ing—If you can’t get the original letters written by Weil & Jenny 
to Col. Wise out of the Records—bring a photograph of it—also 
Wise’s letter to Loeb—I enclose you a copy of my agreement with 
Loeb—My reasou for telling Loeb not to give it to Hart, was that 
this same question came up before the Senate Committee (See 

132 “ my evideuce “ Report of Committee of Senate.” The Com¬ 
mittee refused to permit me to produce or state what my 

agreement with Green amounted to—Notwithstanding this—I send 
you the Agreement (I can’t see how it can effect Loeb’s testimony— 
which is buttrassed on every side, clinched and screwed together, in 
time, place and name by Documentary evidence. I leave all to 
you if you say so. Loeb will doubtless give them his Contract. 

I am Respectfully &c. JAS. E. SLAUGHTER. 

Return this contract. 

133 “Exhibit D.” 

Filed October 13,1904. 

Donaldsonville, La., Dec. lsf, 1896. 

My Dear Mu. Maury : Many many thanks for your letter. 
“The Mills of the Gods.” How these cases have drayed. Maybe 
they may be cited as examples of the failure of Justice as admin¬ 
istered. It certainly makes me feel like voting for Bryan. There 
will in my opinion be a thorough overhauling of the Courts— 
State & Federal—or there must be a revolution—Justice cost too 
much time & too much money—Justice should be cheap—if not 
Govt is a failure—90 per of all people are poor. One thiug I 
want to suggest, namely Examine the Muster Rools of Col. Vincent’s 
La. Cavelry—for the name of S. B. Shackleford, also the names of 
Parolled Confederates, i. e. Thoes Parolled at Shreveport & in 
West La. Col. Spraig—I think—received the surrender at Shreve¬ 
port—I read it at the time. I dont understand why I dont hear 
from Corpus Ghristi? I wrote my friend Doddridge again. Mc¬ 
Williams (who you examined at Shreveport) is dead—Marx Levy 
of N. O. another witness—ditto—They are all nearing the grave 
rapidly. The weather is here—’tis freezing and sleeting. God 
help the Planters—a world of Cane is uncut—You might also, find 
the name of J. J. Justice on The Rools—spoken of—I suppose these 
are in the Office of the Adjt. Genl. Thoes of Col. “ Vincent’s 
Regt ”—possibly are with Confederate archives. Loeb showed me- 
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your letter—Shropshire will contradict Sumpter’s evidence—I hope 
you can elicit something else—All additional evidence in the 
Weil case appears like piling “ Pelion on Ossa ”—The letters 

134 & Loeb’s testimony would hang anybody without or even 
with “ Privilege of Clergy.” 

Why not look at same time (on the rools) for name of George D. 
Hite—it must be on the rolls—somewhere. Once found we get his 
history, transfer &c. 

In naste. 

Yours SLAUGHTER. 

# 

The M. 0. from District in which Colfax is situated cau refer you 
to some good man there. 

135 “Exhibit E.” 

Filed October 13, 1904. 

Donaldsonvillk, La., July 18th , ’95. 

1896 ? 

My Dear Mr. Maury: 1 was delighted on my return on the 15th 
to read over the testimony you took at Alexandria and Shreveport. 
It does seem to me—conclusive as to Hite—and Hite is the rock 
upon which the whole fraud is founded—The bill of sale—Lizzie 
Haley, his other servants—his letters to Loeb. Britton’s. Findren’s, 
Berry’s and other depositions—And the moneys afterwards received 
from Cain, together with Brent’s affidavit made during the life of Hite 
and known to him at the time, (I think I can show this fact is re¬ 
quired) “ Requiescat in pace,” Hite Martin’s deposition—upon which 
he secured a claim against the Govt, disposes of him. Two of the 
other witnesses received money from Cain — See Cain's acts —Loeb’s tes¬ 
timony alone, backed and supported and cemented by hundreds of 
letters, acts, telegrams, tfcc. &c. Exit Loeb. And last but very im¬ 
portant JFise’s deposition —he proved a more willing witness than I 
expected—Thank him—Read Berry’s evidence. I think he says 
Hite was at Shreveport during 65, up to the time the federals took 
Shreveport” This is my recollection. I met him and told him 
what 1 thought. Berry said he “ was certain that he did not say 
Hite was there after Christmas 64, “but he was certain he saw him 
about that time & he knew he went to Texas afterwards.” Loeb 
will write Shropshire who with F. Groose (San Antonio will render 
Sumpter’s deposition “ inoccuons” IFm. McGrorty can be found by 
asking Major Dickinson, whom you know. The Cotton claimed to 
have been captured—you must bear in mind—had never 

136 reached Port of Entry—The examination of the books of all 
the Custom houses ou the Rio Grande show Weil not to have 

been a large exporter or Import#)', his name does not appear . Loeb <& 
others say the same. Now in writing Interrogatories for Aldrich— 
ask If there were any agreements between the Officials Command¬ 
ing on Rio Grande, looking to the protection of persons and property 
of the Citizens of the Confederacy and Citizens of Mexico—I know 
that Col. Foard and Geul Benavides, both entered into agreements 
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-with Cootinn himself— as also with Messia-Imperial. I approved 
of these Agreements. I think they can be found in Confed. Archives. 
(Magruder’s Correspondence.) 

1 beg you to note the Affidavits of Hite and Shackleford as to the 
time the 190 wagons left Alley ton—Also distance of Alleytou from 
the Rio Grande river—Recollect the Rio Grande is distant from New 
Orleans La. about 720 miles. See R. R. Map (Southern Pacific). 

I am all right—had a pleasant trip—rough sea—but I am never 
sick eat & slept well & took 2 baths daily. 

I hope you will pass a pleasant summer—Have what testimony 
you require taken at once. Life is short. 

Sincerely, SLAUGHTER. 

137 Ordet' Granting Extension of Time. 

Filed November 29,1905. 

* » • * 

-... ^ * 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Julian Castillo. Sr.AUGHTER et al., Com-) 

plainants, l Equity. No. 23234, 

vs.'.. . f Docket 52. 

Daniel A. Slaughter et al., Defendants. / 

Upon motiou of couusel for the Intervenor Samuel E. Loeb, it is 
by the Court this 29th day of November, 1905, ordered that the time 
for making up the transcript of record in said cause be and the 
same hereby is extended until and including the 31st day of De- 
ceraber, A. D., 1905. 

By the court: 

WENDELL P. STAFFORD, Justice. 


138 Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 


United States of America, 
District of Columbia, 



I, John R. Young, Clerk of the Supreme Court of the District of 
Columbia, hereby certify the foregoing pages numbered from 1 to 
137, inclusive, to be a true and correct transcript of the record, as 
per directions of couusel herein filed, copy of which is made part of 
this transcript, in cause No. 23,234 equity, wherein Julian Castillo 
Slaughter, et al., are Complainants, and Daniel A. Slaughter, et al., 
are Defendants, as the same remains upon the files and of record in 
said Court. 

In testimony whereof, I hereunto subscribe 
Seal Supreme Court my name and affix the seal of said Court, at 
pf the District of the City of Washington, in said District, this 
Columbia. 28th. day of December, A. D. 1905. 

JOHN R. YOUNG, Clerk. 

Endorsed on cover: District of Columbia Supreme Court. No. 
1640. Julian Custillo Slaughter et al., appellants, vs. Samuel E. 
Loeb. Court of Appeals, District of Columoiu. Filed Dec. 30,1905. 
Henry W. Hodges, clerk. 








